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WRIGHT  V.  VANDERPLANK.  Jult^mhdb 

Elizabeth  weight,  before  her  marriage  EUzahetk  Constructive 
Vanderplank,  spinster,  was  the  only  child  of  the  defendant^  dt^^lvfumee 
Samuel  Vanderplank,  and  was  bom  in  February,  1822.  7^^?^""*? 
She  was  entitled,  under  devises  made  in  her  favour  by  her  escence— Laches 

— Account, 

In  every  case 
of  a  gift  to  a  {Murent  by  a  child,  shortly  after  the  child  attains  majority,  the  Court  looks 
with  jealousy  upon  the  transaction,  more  especially  when  the  parent  has,  during  the  mi- 
nority, been  guardian  of  the  child's  property,  and  in  receipt  of  the  rents  of  a  cr^nsiderable 
estate;  and  throws  upon  the  parent  the  onus  of  shewing  plainly  and  unequivocally  that  the 
gift  was  made,  not  in  consequence  of  representations  on  his  part,  but  by  the  spontaneous  act 
of  the  child,  and  that  the  child  had  full  knowledge  of  the  nature  of  the  deed  by  which  the 
gift  was  effected,  and  of  his  own  position  and  rights  in  reference  to  the  property. 

A  deed  was  executed  by  a  lady,  five  months  after  she  came  of  a^,  disentailing  part  of 
her  estates,  and  giving,  for  a  nominal  consideration,  an  estate  for  life  in  the  disentailed 
part  to  her  fieither,  who,  during  her  minority,  had  been  her  guardian,  and  in  receipt  of 
the  rents  of  her  estates : — Held  (obiter),  that  if  a  bill  had  been  filed  shortly  after  the 
transaction,  either  before  or  possibly  after  the  lady's  marriage,  which  was  polemniscd  six- 
teen months  after  the  execution  of  the  deed,  the  transaction  could  not  have  been  supported, 
— the  deed  itself  not  explaining  the  nature  of  the  transaction,  and  it  not  being  shewn  that 
the  daughter  had  proper  professional  advice, — that  the  nature  of  the  transaction  was  ex- 
plained to  or  understood  by  her, — or  that  the  gift  was  spontaneous  or  made  at  a  time  or  un- 
der circumstances  when  she  was  free  £rom  parental  influence. 

But  a  bill,  which,  after  the  daughter's  decease,  and  nearly  ten  years  after  the  execution 
of  the  deed,  was  filed  by  her  husband  on  whom  her  rights  had  devolved,  praying  to  have 
the  father  declared  a  trustee  of  the  life  interest,  and  an  account  of  the  rents  which  accrued 
during  his  daughter's  minority  or  afterwards,  was  dismissed  on  the  ground  of  laches, — it 
appearing  (inter  alia)  that  the  Plaintiff  was  aware  of  all  the  circumstances  previoucly  to  his 
marriage,  and  the  Court  being  of  opinion,  upon  the  evidence,  that,  eight  years  before  the  bill 
was  filed,  both  the  Plaintiff  and  his  deceased  wife  had  acquiesced  in  the  transaction. 
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moiher^s  family,  to  an  estate  in  Northamptonshire,  worth 
1801.  a  year,  as  tenant  in  tail  in  remainder  expectant  on  the 
death  of  her  grandmother,  who  died  in  1831;  to  an  estate 
in  Leicestershire,  worth  120Z.  a  year,  as  tenant  in  tail;  and 
to  a  mansion  and  200  acres  of  land  in  Warwickshire,  for 
an  estate  in  fee.  The  two  last-mentioned  estates  fell  into 
possession  in  the  years  1824  and  1848  respectively. 

As  the  Northamptonshire  and  Leicestershire  estates  fell 
into  Elizabeth's  possession,  the  defendant,  as  her  father  and 
guardian  in  socage,  entered  into  possession;  and  he  continued 
in  possession  or  receipt  of  the  rents  during  his  daughter's 
minority.  No  account  was  rendered  by  the  Defendant  of 
the  rents  so  received. 

In  the  year  1836,  the  Defendant  caused  a  suit,  intitled 
Vanderplank  v.  King,  to  be  instituted  on  behalf  of  his 
daughter,  by  which,  in  1843,  her  right  to  a  portion  of  the 
Northamptonshire  estates  was  established.  The  costs, 
amoimting  to  between  6001.  and  700^.,  were  ordered  to  be 
paid  out  of  moneys  in  his  hands  arising  from  the  income  of 
her  estates. 


In  February,  1843,  Elizabeth  came  of  age;  and,  on  the 
6th  of  July  following,  being  then  residing  with  her  father, 
she  executed  the  indenture  which  formed  the  subject  of 
the  present  suit 

By  that  indenture,  which  was  expressed  to  be  made  be- 
tween Elizabeth,  of  the  one  part,  and  the  Defendant  of  the 
other  part,  and  was  afterwards  enrolled  in  Chancery  as  a 
disentailing  deed,  after  reciting  her  title  to  the  NortIiam,p- 
tonshire  estates,  and  tha€  she  had  then  attained  her  age  of 
twenty-one  years,  and  was  desirous,  and  had  determined,  to 
make  a  disposition  of  the  entirety  of  the  NortJiamptonsIdre 
estates,  for  the  purpose  of  barring  her  estate  tail  therein. 
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and  of  limiting  the  same  to  the  UBes  therein  exprefiood  and 
declared;  it  was  witnessed^  that»  for  the  purpose  aforesaid, 
and  for  the  nominal  consideration  therein  mentioned,  Eliza- 
beth  granted  and  released  to  the  Defendant  and  his  heirs  all 
the  said  NoriJumiptonskire  estates,  to  hold  the  same, 
with  the  appurtenances,  unto  the  Defendant  and  his  heirs 
absolutely  freed  and  discharged  from  all  estates  tail  of  EUzor 
beth  therein,  and  from  all  estates  to  take  effect  after  the  de- 
termination or  in  defeasance  of  such  estates  tail,  to  the 
use  of  the  Defendomt  and  hie  aesigna,  durvng  the  term  of 
hie  life,  tvithout  ivrvpeachmemt  of  waste,  with  remainder  to 
the  use  of  ElizabetJt,  her  heirs  and  assigns,  for  ever. 


Vandbr- 

PLAKK. 
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In  November,  1844,  Elizabeth  married  the  Plaintiff.  In 
March,  1845,  she  executed  a  settlement,  limiting  the  Noiiihr 
amptonshire  estates  to  uses,  imder  which,  upon  her  decease, 
the  Plaintiff  became  entitled  to  such  estates  in  fee.  The 
limitatious  in  this  settlement  were  expressed  to  be  eubject 
to  the  estate  for  life  of  the  Defendant  in  the  hereditamenta 
therein  comprised    In  February,  1860,  EKzabeth  died. 


On  the  15th  of  April,  1853,  the  Plaintiff  filed  his  bill 
against  the  Defendant,  praying  (inter  alia),  that  it  might 
be  declared  that  the  life  estate  limited  to  the  Defend- 
ant by  the  deed  of  July,  1843,  was  obtained  by  him  from 
his  deceased  daughter  by  fraud  and  undue  influence,  and 
that  the  Defendant  might  be  declared  a  tilistee  of  such 
life  estate  for  his  deceased  daughter,  from  the  time  of  the 
execution  of  his  deed,  and  might  be  decreed  to  convey  such 
life  estate  to  the  Plaintiff  The  bill  also  prayed  for  an  ac- 
count of  the  rents  and  profits  of  all  the  estates  of  Elizabeth 
received  by  the  Defendant,  which  accrued  either  during  her 
minority  or  afterwards,  and  including  an  account  of  the 
rents  and  profits  of  the  estates  comprised  in  the  deed  of 
July,  1843,  which  accrued  as  well  before  as  since  the  exe- 
cution of  that  deed. 

b2 


StutemeTU. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

The  material  portions  of  the  evidence  relative  to  the  cir- 
cumstances under  which  the  deed  of  July,  184)3,  was  exe- 
cuted, and  to  the  subsequent  conduct  of  the  Plaintiff  and 
his  deceased  wife  as  bearing  on  the  question  of  acquiescence 
on  their  part,  are  stated  in  his  Honor's  judgment. 


Atyumeni.  Mr.  Rolt,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Cole  for  the  Plainjkiff. — ^The  limi- 
tation  in  favour  of  the  Defendant  of  an  estate  for  life  in  the 
hereditaments  comprised  in  the  deed  of  July,  1843,  is  one 
from  which  this  Court  will  not  suffer  him  to  derive  any 
personal  benefit  No  consideration  moved  from  the  De- 
fendant; and  to  sustain  the  transaction  as  a  voluntary  gift 
would,  imder  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  be  contrary  to 
public  policy. 

The  transaction  is  not  one  of  the  same  simple  description 
as  that  with  which'the  Court  had  to  deal  in  Huguenin  v. 
Baseley  (a).  It  is  the  result  of  a  contrivance  planned  by 
the  Defendant  and  his  solicitor,  to  keep  the  daughter  in 
ignorance  of  her  rights.  The  deed  was  prepared  by  the 
fether's  solicitor.  The  form  of  the  deed  is  ambiguous,  and 
calculated  to  mislead.  It  purports  to  be  a  disentailing 
deed,  and  nothing  more.  The  Defendant's  name  is  ostensi- 
bly inserted  as  releasee  to  uses.  No  consideration  moved 
from  the  Defendant,  and  the  limitation  of  a  life  estate  to 
him  is  wholly  unexplained  by  the  deed.  There  is  nothing 
to  shew  that,  at  the  time  of  its  execution,  the  nature  of  the 
deed,  or  the  relative  position  and  rights  of  herself  and  her 
father,  were  properly  explained  to  or  understood  by  the 
daughter.  She  had  no  separate  professional  adviser;  no 
disinterested  person  intervened  between  her  and  her  father. 
Her  only  adviser  was  her  father's  solicitor,  a  person  under 


(n)  14  Ves.  273. 
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ooDBiderable  obligatioii  to  her  father,  who  was  his  best 
client. 

The  deed  was  executed  by  the  daughter  little  more  than 
four  months  after  she  came  of  age,  at  a  time  when  she 
was  residing  with  her  father,  and  under  his  influence  and 
control ;  and,  even  if  she  understood  its  eflfect^  still  it  being 
in  evidence,  that  for  some  time  before  its  execution  her 
&ther  had  repeatedly  represented  to  her,  that  he  had  been 
a  loser  by  her  maintenance,  and  had  expended  large  sums 
in  recovering  portions  of  her  property,  the  Court  will  be  of 
opinion,  that  the  gift  to  the  father  was  not  spontaneous,  was 
obtained  by  undue  influence,  and  cannot  be  sustained: 
Hoghton  v.  Hoghton  (a).  Hatch  v.  Hatch  (6). 

It  ¥rill  be  argued,  that  the  gift  has  been  recognised  and 
confirmed  by  the  subsequent  deed  of  1845,  but  it  is  not 
shewn  that,  when  they  executed  the  latter,  either  the 
Plaintiff  or  his  wife  had  discovered  their  rights,  and  were 
aware  that  the  gift  was  one  which  they  could  successfully 
dispute.  Besides,  the  mere  circumstance  that  the  limita- 
tion in  the  deed  of  184f4  purports  to  be  made  subject  to  the 
80  called  life  estate  of  the  Defendant^  does  not  amount  to  a 
confirmation  or  recognition  of  that  estate:  Honner  v.  Mor- 
ton (c). 

Under  these  circumstances,  the  Court  will  declare  the 
Defendant  to  be  a  trustee  of  the  life  estate  for  his  daughter 
from  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  deed  of  1843,  and 
will  decree  a  reconveyance  of  the  property  to  the  Plaintiff, 
and  an  account  of  the  rents  and  profits. 

Mr.  WiUcock,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Hawkins  for  the  Defendant. 
— ^There  was  nothing  unreasonable  in  this  transaction,  no- 
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thing  in  the  transaction  itself  which  would  induce  the 
Court  to  set  it  aside;  on  the  contrary,  it  was  a  transaction 
which,  having  regard  to  all  the  circumstances,  was  most 
natural  on  the  part  of  the  daughter.  The  Plaintifif  had  in- 
curred, in  the  suit  of  Vcmderplank  v.  Ki/ng, — a  suit  insti- 
tuted simply  for  the  benefit  of  the  daughter,  expenses 
amounting  to  between  600Z.  and  700!.,  not  a  farthing  of 
which  had,  at  the  date  of  the  deed  of  July,  1843,  been 
charged  to  the  daughter.  The  daughter  was  aware,  and 
had  of  her  own  accord  remarked,  that  she  had  in  this  and 
other  ways  put  her  father  to  great  expensa  A  deed  like 
the  present,  executed  under  such  circumstances  as  these, 
the  Court  will  regard  as  a  family  arrangement,  and  will  not 
look  into  all  the  motives  and  feelings  which  may  have  ac- 
tuated the  parties  in  entering  into  such  an  arrangement. 
There  may  be  considerations  in  such  cases  which  the  Court 
could  not  possibly  reach:  TweddeU  v.  Tweddell  (a). 


The  absence  of  a  separate  professional  adviser  does  not 
furnish  an  insuperable  objection.  The  Comrt  does  not  con- 
sider such  advice  indispensable.  It  is  only  of  importance 
as  affording  proof  that  the  gift  was  a  voluntary  and  de- 
liberate act  This  was  the  view  taken  by  Lord  BraughaTn, 
C,  in  HurUer  v.  Aikins  (6),  where,  referring  to  a  decision 
of  Sir  J,  Leach,  V.  C,  in  Griffitha  v.  Robins  (c),  to  the 
effect  that  the  persons  claiming  the  benefit  of  the  gift  in 
that  case  were  bound  to  shew  that  it  was  the  result  of  the 
donor's  firee  will,  and  effected  by  the  intervention  of  some 
indifferent  person,  he  observes,  **  But  it  is  quite  clear,  that 
he  uses  this  as  one  obvious  test  or  criterion  of  that  for  which 
we  seek  in  all  these  cases,  namely,  the  proof  of  a  voluntary 
and  deliberate  act,  and  not  as  the  only  way  in  which  the 
deed  could  be  shewn  to  be  of  that  description.  No  man  for 
instance  can  doubt  that^  if  letters  had  been  produced,  written 


(a)  T.  &  R.  1,  13.  (b)  3  My.  &  K.  113.         (c)  3  Madd.  191. 
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by  the  old  woman  for  a  course  of  time,  and  without  any  in- 
terference at  all,  or  conversations  had  been  proved  in  which 
her  deliberate  intention  had  been  expressed,  under  no  agency 
of  influence  or  deception,  the  gift  woidd  have  been  good"  (a). 
H^ne  letters  are  produced  written  long  after  the  transaction, 
as  late  as  October  and  November,  1844,  at  a  time  when  the 
daughter  was  residing  at  a  distance  from  her  father,  and  in- 
disputably free  from  his  control,  and  exercising  a  sound  and 
independent  judgment  in  the  disposition  of  heraffidrs;  and 
conversations  are  proved  to  have  taken  place  before  the 
date  of  the  deed;  and,  in  both,  her  intention  to  benefit  her 
&ther  is  deliberately  shewn.  Such  a  transaction  differs  in 
eveiy  material  circumstance  from  that  which  was  set  aside 
in  Hoghtan  v.  Hogkton(b),  where  the  provision  for  the 
future  was  unreasonably  large;  the  deed  was  not  explained 
to  the  son;  the  son  had  no  professional  adviser,  and  was 
never  consulted  in  reference  to  the  transaction. 


1805. 


ArgumeiU. 


And  even  if  the  transaction  were  one  which  would  have 
been  set  aside,  if  impugned  within  a  reasonable  time,  the 
Plaintiff  was  frdly  aware  of  all  the  grievances  of  which  he 
now  complains,  at  least  as  early  as  January,  1845;  and 
having  abstained  from  filing  a  bill,  or  taking  any  measure 
to  obtain  redress  until  April,  1853,  he  is  now  precluded 
from  relief  by  his  own  laches.  Moreover,  it  is  clear  from 
the  evidence,  and  especially  from  the  deed  of  1845,  that 
both  the  Plaintiff  and  his  deceased  wife  acquiesced  in  the 
transaction  as  one  which  had  better  not  be  disturbed;  and 
Davenport  v.  Bishopp  (c)  shews  that,  as  against  the  par- 
ties to  that  deed,  the  confirmation  of  the  father's  life  in- 
terest was  valid,  although  the  farther  was  not  a  party,  and 
no  consideration  moved  firom  him. 


(a)  3  Madd.  137. 
(6)  16  Beav.  278. 
(c)  2  y.  &  C.  C.  C  461,>ffirm- 


ed  by  Lord  CoUenkamy  on  ap- 
peal, 1  Ph.  698. 


Vander- 

FLANK. 

Argument. 
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With  regard  to  the  rents  received  during  the  daughter's 
minority,  there  is  no  precedent  for  the  account  sought  by 
the  bill,  the  &ther,  whose  income  was  very  small,  being 
shewn  to  have  educated  and  maintained  her  in  a  manner 
which,  with  other  expenses  incurred  by  him  on  her  behalf, 
must  have  consumed  the  whole,  or  nearly  the  whole,  of  her 
income. 


The  Vice-Chancellor. — If  this  bill  had  been  filed  be- 
fore the  daughter's  marriage,  it  is  clear  the  transaction  of 
which  it  complains  could  not  possibly  have  stood;  and  for 
this  reason, — ^the  Defendant  has  not  shewn  that  a  full  ex- 
planation of  all  the  circumstances  was  made  by  the  father  to 
the  daughter  before  she  executed  the  deed.  The  onus  of 
shewing  this  lay  with  the  Defendant,  and  he  has  failed  to 
shew  it  But  upon  the  point  of  laches  and  acquiescence  I 
must  hear  a  reply. 

Mr.  RoU^  Q.  C,  in  reply. 

Two  things  are  required  to  constitute  acquiescence.  The 
parties  must  know  their  rights,  and  they  must  do  acts  in- 
consistent with  the  supposition  that  they  intended  ever  to 
insist  on  such  rights.  Neither  of  these  requisites  is  found 
here.  With  regard  to  the  deed  of  1845,  it  is  no  confirm- 
ation of  the  father's  life  interest.  To  constitute  a  valid  con- 
firmation, the  parties  must  be  aware  that  what  they  are 
doing  has  the  effect  of  a  confirmation,  and  must  intend  it  to 
have  that  effect:  Murray  v.  Pahner  (a). 


In  Hoghton  v.  Hogkton{b),  there  were  some  years  of 
delay, — attempted,  it  is  true,  to  be  accounted  for  by  pro- 
posals for  a  compromise;  and  in  this  case,  up  to  the  year 
1848,  when  the  Warwickshire  estates  came  into  posses- 


(«)  2  Sch.  &  Lef.  474. 


(6)  15  Beav.  278. 
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sion,  the  Plaintiff  had  no  funds  to  defray  the  expense  of  li- 
tigation. 

In  regard  to  the  rents  received  by  the  Defendant  as 
guardian  of  his  daughter,  quoad  such  rents  the  Defendant 
was  a  mere  trustee;  the  Flaintifi^  therefore,  is  entitled  to  an 
account,  without  reference  to  the  Statute  of  Limitations: 
Matthew  v.  Briae  (a). 

Judgment  reserved. 


1855. 


AfffwnmL 


Vicb-Chancellob  Sib  W.  Page  Wood:— 

This  is  one  of  those  very  painful  cases  which  happily  do 
not  often  occur.  An  attempt  is  made  to  set  aside  a  con- 
veyance made  by  a  daughter  very  soon  after  attaining  her 
majority,  giving  to  her  father  a  life  interest  in  part  of 
her  real  estate,  to  which  she  became  entitled  on  the  death 
of  her  mother. 


•/u/y  23rdL 
Judgment, 


I  did  not  hear  the  reply  as  to  the  deed  itself,  being  satis- 
fied that,  if  the  daughter  had  filed  her  bill  shortly  after  the 
transaction,  either  before  or  possibly  after  her  marriage,  the 
deed  could  not  have  been  supported.  This  Court  looks  with 
very  proper  jealousy  on  every  transaction  of  this  kind  be- 
tween a  parent  and  child,  more  especially  when  the  parent 
has,  during  the  minority,  been  guardian  of  the  child's  pro- 
perty, and  in  receipt  of  the  rents  of  a  considerable  estate; 
and  if  the  child  after  attaining  majority  executes  a  deed  by 
which  the  parent  is  to  obtain  a  personal  benefit,  the  Coiu-t 
throws  upon  him  the  necessity  of  shewing,  plainly  and  un- 
equivocally, that  such  benefit  was  given  him,  not  in  conse- 
quence of  representations  on  his  part,  but  by  the  spontaneous 
act  of  the  child;  and  ihat  the  child  had  full  knowledge  of  the 


(a)  14  Beav.  341. 
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1656.  nature  of  the  deed  he  was  executing,  and  of  his  own  posi- 
tion and  rights  in  reference  to  the  property.  If  those  things 
are  clearly  made  out,  this  Court  has  no  reason  to  interfere. 

Judgment.  The  evidence  in  this  case  is  very  defective  in  regard  to 
the  spontaneous  nature  of  this  gift.  No  doubt  it  was  not  a 
very  unlikely  gift  for  a  daughter  to  •  make,  nor  perhaps  a 
very  improvident  one,  considering  that  its  eflfect  was  to  give 
a  life  interest  to  the  feither  in  his  late  wife's  property — an 
interest  which,  in  many  cases,  the  father  takes  by  his  mar- 
riage settlement;  at  the  same  time  it  deprived  the  daugh- 
ter, down  to  the  year  1848,  when  she  came  into  possession 
of  other  considerable  property,  of  one-half  the  income  which 
would  otherwise  have  come  to  her.  The  father,  during  the  • 
minority  of  his  daughter,  was  in  the  receipt  of  considerable 
sums,  forming  the  income  of  her  property,  and  has  given 
no  account  whatever  of  those  receipts. 

A  more  painful  part  of  the  case  is,  that  there  is  a  shade 
still  left  on  the  exact  nature  of  the  transaction  in  this  respect, 
that  there  is  no  satisfactory  evidence  of  the  daughter's  hav- 
ing understood  the  nature  of  the  deed  which  she  executed. 
Mr.  Edwards,  who  was  the  solicitor  of  the  father,  and  the 
£Bkther  himself,  give  the  only  evidence  on  that  subject  Mr. 
Edwards  says  he  had  an  interview  with  the  lady  in  May, 
1843,  she  having  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  in 
the  February  preceding.  He  says,  she  stated  that  she  was 
willing  to  make  the  gift;.  Even  that  depended  on  repre- 
sentations previously  made  by  the  father,  which  were  co- 
loured by  his  sajdng,  that  he  was  a  loser  by  her  maintenance, 
and  had  incurred  in  respect  of  her  estate  considerable  ex- 
penses in  the  suit  of  Vanderplank  v.  KiTig.  Independently, 
however,  of  its  being  doubtftil,  as  I  said  before,  whether 
this  was  spontaneously  the  daughter's  own  gift,  it  is  further 
doubtful  whether  she  understood  the  nature  of  the  deed. 
The  deed  itself  does  not  explain  the  transaction.    It  simply 
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bars  the  entail,  and  then  limits  the  property  to  the  father 
for  life;  and  Mr.  Edwards,  the  solicitor  who  prepared  it^ 
has  not  taken  care,  as  he  ought  to  have  done,  to  preserve 
evidence  to  mark  the  nature  of  the  transaction.  He  does 
not  now  produce  the  original  draft  of  the  deed  as  approved 
by  a  barrister.  Something  which  is  called  the  original  draft 
is  {MToduced,  which  appears  to  be  a  mere  copy,  without  any 
alterations  or  marginal  observations.  The  solicitor  says  he 
has  no  entry  of  the  transaction.  He  made  out  no  bill  of 
costs;  and  no  other  evidence  is  produced  of  interviews  with 
the  daughter.  Therefore,  the  transaction  is  of  far  too  doubt- 
ful a  character  for  it  to  be  possible  for  the  G)urt  to  sustain 
it  on  its  own  merits. 


1865. 


On  the.  other  hand  there  are  some  favourable  cinmm- 
stances  on  the  side  of  the  father.  It  seems  that  he  was 
put  to  considerable  expense.  [Mr.  Cole, — The  costs  in 
Vanderplank  v.  King  were  directed  to  be  paid  out  of 
money  of  the  daughter  in  the  hands  of  the  father.]  Still 
that  would  reduce  the  income  which  he  was  receiving  for 
her  maintenance.  There  is  also  the  favourable  circumstance, 
that,  though  the  transaction  was  commenced  in  May,  the 
deed  was  not  executed  until  July  following.  There  seems 
therefore  to  have  been  no  pressure  or  hurry  about  it> 
nevertheless  it  is  enough  to  say  that  the  transaction  is  far 
from  being  explained  satisfactorily,  and  it  is  clearly  one 
which,  had  it  been  sought  to  be  set  aside  within  the  period 
I  have  indicated,  could  not  have  been  supported. 

But  the  deed  is  sought  to  be  set  aside  by  the  husband  of 
the  daiighter  claiming  under  a  settlement  which  she  exe- 
cuted in  his  favour  in  184?5,  the  bill  being  filed  by  him  in 
1853,  and  under  the  circumstances  which  I  shall  proceed  to 
state. 


[His  Honour  then  entered  into  a  minute  investigation 
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FLANK. 

Judgment. 


of  the  evidence  relative  to  the  conduct  of  the  Plaintiff  and 
his  deceased  wife  from  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the 
deed  in  question  until  their  marriage,  from  which  he  in- 
ferred that  the  following  facts  were  satisfactorily  estab- 
lished : — ^that  previously  to  her  marriage,  which  took  place 
in  November,  1844?,  the  daughter  had  become  aware,  and 
had  informed  the  Plaintiff,  that  by  the  effect  of  that  deed 
her  father  was  entitled  to  a  life  interest  in  the  disentailed 
estates ;  that  before  her  marriage  she  had  expressed  her 
dissatisfaction  with  the  deed  to  a  relative  of  her  family,  and 
consulted,  although  not  professionally,  a  solicitor,  who  was 
a  member  of  the  &mily  and  who  was  not  her  father's  soU- 
citor,  she  being  then  free  from  the  control  of  her  father  ; 
that  in  consequence  the  solicitor  communicated,  with  other 
members  of  her  family,  who  gave  it  as  their  opinion  that 
the  transaction  should  not  be  disturbed;  but  before  her 
marriage  the  daughter  and  her  husband  were  made  aware 
that  the  transaction  was  one  which  might  be  disturbed  if  the 
parties  were  disposed  to  disturb  it;  that  for  some  time 
previously  to  her  marriage  the  daughter  was  free  from 
the  control  of  her  father,  and  left  by  him  at  liberty  to  exer- 
cise her  own  discretion  in  the  disposition  of  her  affairs ;  that 
it  appeared  in  the  course  of  a  protracted  negotiation  rela- 
tive to  a  settlement  of  her  estates,  which  it  was  proposed  to 
execute  before  her  marriage,  but  which  was  not  eventually 
executed,  and  by  letters  written  by  her  to  her  father  in 
the  course  of  such  negotiation,  that  she  exercised  an  inde- 
pendent judgment  in  reference  to  the  distribution  of  her 
property,  and  was  competent  and  prepared  to  protect  her 
own  interest  and  discharge  her  duty  towards  the  Plaintiff ; 
nevertheless,  although  she  was  aware  that  by  the  disentailing 
deed  a  life  interest  was  limited  to  her  father  in  the  disen- 
tailed property,  no  mention  was  made  to  the  father  of  any 
objection  to  that  life  interest  either  by  the  lady  herself  or 
by  the  Plaintiff  previously  to  their  marriage ;  on  the  con- 
trary, a  draft  settlement  which  the  father  proposed  to  have 
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executed,  and  in  which  the  father's  life  estate  was  confirmed 
by  an  express  limitation,  such  limitation  having  been  inter- 
lined so  as  to  call  particular  attention  to  it,  had  been  read, 
and  except  in  immaterial  respects  approved  by  the  Plaintiff; 
and  although  for  other  reasons  it  was  not  eventually  exe- 
cuted, no  intimation  was  made  to  the  father  that  any  objec- 
tion was  entertained  by  the  parties  to  that  portion  of 
the  draft,  but  the  only  question  was  whether  he  should 
have  an  annuity  instead.     His  Honour  then  resumed.] 
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Then  the  marriage  took  place,  and  the  father  was  present 
at  it.  He  would  not  have  been  there  probably  if  there  had 
been  any  intimation  of  an  mtention  to  raise  any  further 
question  about  his  having  a  life  estata  But  the  matter 
does  not  rest  there.  If  the  bill  had  been  filed  within  a 
reasonable  time,  it  is  possible  that  the  suit  would  still  have 
succeeded.  But  in  the  year  1845,  after  the  marriage,  the 
case  against  the  Plaintiff  is  strengthened.  The  father  it 
seems  had  raised  questions  not  very  reasonable  or  handsome 
about  the  daughter's  marriage  outfit  being  too  expensive. 
That  was  not  a  very  delicate  proceeding,  considering  his 
position,  and  remembering  that  he  had  been  receiving  her 
income  so  long,  and  the  arrangement  concerning  the  gift  to 
him  of  a  life  estate  in  her  property.  It  seems  that  the 
persons  who  furnished  the  daughter's  outfit  wrote  to  say 
that  they  should  look  to  the  husband  for  payment  On 
which,  in  January,  1845,  the  husband  wrote  to  the  De- 
fendant, not  at  all  imreasonably,  I  think,  offended,  but 
shewing  no  intention  whatever  of  giving  up  anjrthing,  on 
which  he  thought  he  had  a  right  to  insist  He  says,  "  I 
was  not  a  little  astonished  at  being  shewn  a  letter  Eliza- 
heth  received  from  Denny  after  what  had  passed  between 
us  in  London  the  other  day.  I  did  not  expect  to  have 
heard  anything  more  of  this  affair,  which,  by  the  bye,  I 
never  ought  to  have  been  troubled  with,  and,  as  I  told  you 
in   London,    no  other  father-in-law  would  have  allowed 
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1855.  under  any  circumstances,  much  less  in  this  instance"  He 
then  recapitulates  everything.  "  An  only  daughter  being 
married,  her  husband  is  called  upon  for  her  debts  by 
a  &ther  who  has  been  living  upon  her  income  for  these 
Judgmmt.  nineteen  or  twenty  years,  and  has  into  the  bargain  got  her, 
the  moment  she  was  of  age,  to  sign  a  deed  (whether  it  is 
legal  or  not,  I  do  not  profess  to  say)  conveying  a  great  por- 
tion of  her  property  to  him  for  life;  and  after  all  this  he 
hesitates  to  pay  a  few  bills  for  her  to  the  amoimt  of  perhaps 
200Z.  You  told  me  that  in  a  few  days,  I  think  you  said 
last  Saturday  week,  you  wotdd  send  Denny  a  part  of  his 
account,  instead  of  which  you  write  to  him  calling  in  ques- 
tion his  honesty  as  a  tradesman,  &c.,  and  he  sends  it  here 
hinting  that  he  shall  enforce  the  payment  of  it  Having  no 
claim  upon  you,  perhaps  he  is  right;  but  if  he  has  no  claim 
upon  you  I  am  bold  to  believe  that  I  have,  or  my  legal 
adviser  is  vastly  mistaken.  I  shotild  never  have  troubled 
myself  about  Elizaheth'a  affairs  previous  to  her  marriage, 
but  if  I  am  to  pay  her  debts,  it  is  nothing  but  fair  I  should 
know  how  the  property  has  been  expended." 


I  agree  that  what  he  says  his  legal  adviser  told  him,  pro- 
bably refers  to  the  income  received  by  the  feither  during  the 
daughter's  minority ;  but  I  cannot  forget  what  had  taken 
place  previously  to  the  marriage,  and  the  doubts  which 
then  existed  as  to  the  father's  life  interest  Besides,  in  this 
letter,  the  Plaintiff  expressly  mentions  that  life  interest, 
adding,  "whether  it  is  legal  or  not,  I  do  not  profess  to 
say  ; "  therefore,  it  is  plain,  he  considers  that  transaction  as 
part  of  the  matters  of  which  he  had  a  right  to  complain. 
He  had  a  legal  adviser  at  hand,  but  had  not  consulted  him 
on  the  subject  until  after  his  wife's  family  had  given  it  as 
their  opinion  that  the  transaction  had  better  not  be  dis- 
turbed. It  is  plain  that  the  husband  at  this  time  thought 
so.  His  father-in-law  had  given  countenance  to  the  mar- 
riage without  any  idea  that  his  life  interest  was  to  be  dis- 
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puted.  Afterwards  the  husband  wrote  this  letter  saying 
only,  "What>  will  you  dispute  this  charge  for  your 
daughter's  outfit  under  all  these  circumstances?'^  and  the 
&ther  then  paid  for  the  daughter's  marriage  outfit  He 
was  under  no  legal  obligation  to  pay  this  debt  It  is  said 
he  might  be  liable  to  account  for  the  money  he  received 
during  his  daughter's  minority,  but  it  is  doubtftil  whether 
there  might  be  anything  due  from  him  on  that  account. 
The  husband  in  his  letter  mentioned  all  these  circumstances, 
including  the  life  interest  given  to  the  father ;  and  it  is  too 
much  to  say,  when  he  has  obtained  the  money,  and  shamed 
the  fikther  into  paying  it  by  all  these  statements,  that  he 
can  maintain  a  suit  to  set  aside  the  transaction. 
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After  all  this,  a  deed  of  settlement  was  executed  by  the 
husband  and  wife  of  the  property  to  which  she  was  entitled, 
subject  to  the  father's  life  estate.  That  was  no  confirmation 
of  the  gift  to  the  father,  but  it  was  very  strong  evidence  of 
acquiescence  in  it ;  for  if  the  parties  had  intended  to  ques- 
tion  it,  the  simple  way  would  have  been  to  settle  the  pro- 
perty subject  to  the  life  estate  of  the  father,  "if  any/'  The 
solicitor  who  prepared  this  deed  says  he  did  not  know  that 
the  gift  to  the  father  could  be  set  aside ;  but  after  all  the 
discussion  which  took  place  before  the  marriage  and  the 
letter  written  by  the  husband,  when  he  had  a  solicitor  at 
hand  to  advise  him,  I  cannot  permit  him  to  assume,  in  his 
own  favour,  that  it  was  solely  through  the  influence  of  his 
solicitor  that  the  defendant's  life  interest  was  reserved  in 
this  deed.  The  plain  inference  is,  that  the  parties  con- 
fddered  the  transaction  disposed  o£  The  wife  never  in- 
tended to  pass  by  this  settlement  to  her  husband  a  right 
to  sue  her  father,  but  both  believed  that  the  whole  matter 
was  entirely  settled.  That  is  confirmed  by  the  evidence  of 
Howes  the  solicitor,  who  prepared  and  attested  the  settle- 
ment of  1845.  He  says  that  on  the  occasion  of  the 
execution  of  that  settlement,  Mr&  Wright  said  that  in  con- 
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sequence  of  the  life  estate  being  given  up  to  her  father,  it 
made  her  income  very  small  at  that  time.  He  adds  : — 
"  She  said  that  she  had  given  up  that  life  estate  to  her 
father/'  It  is  plain  that  both  then  considered  the  matter 
to  be  settled.  After  this,  during  the  whole  of  the  wife's 
life,  the  husband  never  filed  any  bill 


In  Hogkton  v.  Hoghtan(a)  the  delay  was  only  five 
years.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls  observes  upon  it,  but  sajrs 
that  it  is  explained  by  the  &ct  that  proposals  for  a  compro- 
mise were  pending.  There  is  nothing  of  that  kind  here. 
On  the  contrary,  the  husband  and  wife  afterwards  received 
some  favours  from  the  father,  which  were  of  small  value  no 
doubt, — a  little  plate  and  similar  presents, — ^but  they  shew 
that  the  father  could  have  no  reason  to  suppose  that  there 
was  any  intention  to  recall  the  life  interest  which  was  given 
him.  It  is  true,  that  it  would  not  be  for  the  peace  of  fcinii- 
lies  to  allow  fathers  to  take  benefits  from  their  children  as 
this  father  did  from  his  child;  but  neit&er  would  it  be  for 
the  peace  of  families,  in  a  case  like  this,  where  a  wife  had 
the  protection  of  her  husband  and  friends,  after  an  interval 
of  nearly  ten  years,  to  allow  the  husband  to  call  back  from  the 
fether  a  life  estate  which  he  had  improperly  taken  by  her  gift. 


I  should  have  noticed,  as  ftimishing  further  evidence 
of  acquiescence,  a  letter  written  by  the  Plaintiflf  to  the  De- 
fendant in  September,  1851.  It  is  written  in  reference 
to  a  proposal  then  in  contemplation  for  a  partition  and  sale 
of  part  of  the  disentailed  property.  He  says,  "  Let  me 
hear  from  you  directly,  with  your  opinion  upon  the  subject 
My  opinion  is,  that  it  would  be  decidedly  better  to  sell  the 
whole  of  the  undivided  property."  And  then  he  speaks  of 
the  Defendant's  life  interest  in  that  property,  and  proposes 
that,  in  the  event  of  their  concurring  in  a  sale,  the  proceeds 
should  be  invested  in  the  purchase  of  land  in  another  loca- 


(a)  15  Beav.  278,  314. 
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lity ;  he  speaks  distinctly  of  the  Defendant's  life  interest 
in  the  property  and  treats  it  as  a  recognised  and  subsisting 
interest. 

Under  these  circumstances  it  seems  to  me  that  it  is  &r 
too  late  now  to  set  this  transaction  aside.  It  is  plain  that 
on  the  second  marriage  of  the  husband  some  of  the  wife's 
relatives  have  suggested  the  expediency  of  filing  the  bill, 
but  for  the  reasons  I  have  given  I  think  it  cannot  be  sus- 
tained. 
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The  only  remaining  question  is  as  to  the  income  of  the 
daughter's  property.  I  never  recollect  an  instance  in  which, 
parties  who  have  known  their  rights  having  allowed  a 
&ther  to  receive  the  income  of  his  daughter's  property,  a 
bill  has  been  filed  after  the  daughter  attained  her  ma- 
jority to  have  an  accoimt  taken  in  respect  of  the  income 
received  by  the  father  during  her  minority.  If  it  were  a 
case  in  which  there  was  any  doubt,  or  obscurity  in  the 
transaction,  as  to  the  amount  of  the  rents  so  received,  or 
the  like, — ^if  there  were  any  complication  of  the  account, 
or  any  thing  to  lead  to  the  supposition  that  the  matter  had 
not  been  settled  during  the  daughter's  life,  it  would  be  a 
different  case;  but  there  nothing  can  be  more  simple. 
There  is  some  little  dispute  whether  the  father  received 
3002.  a  year  or  les&  It  appears  he  sent  his  daughter  to 
school  for  some  years  at  602.  a  year,  and  had  a  governess, 
and  kept  up  an  establishment  for  her,  with  a  carriage  and 
horses  and  a  groom,  and  she  had  the  benefit  of  that  estab- 
lishment He  also  embarked  in  a  Chancery  suit  for  her 
of  a  doubtful  kind,  which  cost  about  6002.,  and  that 
would  have  to  come  out  of  the  rents  which  he  received. 
The  most  I  could  see  my  way  to,  imder  such  circiim- 
stances,  would  be — that,  having  received  3002.  a  year 
during  the  daughter's  minority,  he  should  be  charged  with 
that ;  but  as  he  seems  to  have  had  very  little  other  pro- 

VOL.  IL  C  K.  J. 
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1855.  perty,  I  do  not  think  such  an  order  is  called  for.  Looking 
to  the  income  he  had,  I  have  no  doubt  the  Court  would 
have  allowed  him  a  considerable  part  of  the  daughter's  in- 
come. After  a  lapse  of  ten  years,  it  is  too  much  to  say 
Judffmeni.  that  the  account  should  be  taken.  It  would  only  create 
disturbance  in  a  manner  which  this  Court  never  encourages^ 


The  husband,  being  entitled  to  raise  these  questions  in 
1844,  has  filed  this  bill  raising  them  for  the  first  time  in 
1853,  after  writing,  in  1845,  the  letter  I  have  read,  in 
which  he  complained  of  all  the  matters  in  controversy, — 
after  payment  by  the  father  of  the  200{.,  of  which  it  was 
the  object  of  that  letter  to  obtain  payment.  Since  1848 
the  husband  has  been  in  possession,  in  right  of  his  wife, 
of  property  amply  sufficient  to  enable  him  to  assert  his 
rights;  but  up  to  the  month  of  April,  1853,  he  did  not 
think  fit  to  do  so.  Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  I  am  of  opin- 
ion that  his  conduct  constitutes  a  degree  of  laches  which 
disentitles  him  to  relief  in  this  Court,  and  the  bill  must  be 
dismissed,  but  without  costa 


NICHOLSON  V.  TUTIN. 

Creditors'  TVlLLIAM  WELBANK,  of  York,  now  deceased,  by  in- 
^^^^ti^n^  dentures,  dated  respectively  the  13th  and  14th  days  of 
after  nme  sti-   January,  1840,  granted,  assigned,  and  demised  to  Dighton, 

A  creditor  aaaigned  property,  by  deed,  to  trustees  upon  trust  to  seU,  and  apply  the  clear 
proceeds  in  payment  of  the  debts  owing  by  him  to  such  of  his  creditors  as  should,  before  a 
certain  day,  execute  the  deed,  and  the  surplus,  if  any,  to  the  assignor;  and  the  deed  con- 
tained a  release  by  the  creditors.  The  assignor  and  tlie  trustees,  who  were  also  creditors, 
executed  the  deed  at  once.  No  other  creditor  executed  before  the  stipulated  day,  but  notice 
of  the  deed  was  given  to  them  all,  and  they  forbore  to  sue,  and  fifteen  years  afterwards 
some  were  permitted  to  execute, — thd  trustees  meanwhile  having  taken  possession  of  and 
sold  part  of  the  property : — Held,  that  the  deed  was  binding  on  the  assignor,  and  that  the 
creditors  were  entitled  to  have  the  trusts  of  it  carried  into  effect. 
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retained  the  balance  of  the  purchaae-money  in  their  hands ; 
and  they  also,  immediately  after  the  respective  dates  and  ex- 
ecution of  the  said  indentures,  entered  into  the  possession 
and  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  said  heredita- 
ments, and  afterwards  sold  a  portion  thereof;  and  Tutin 
and  Watson  had  continued  in  the  possession  and  in  the  re- 
ceipt of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  remaining  parts  there- 
of up  to  the  present  time.  Welhank  died  in  1854,  intes- 
tate and  insolvent;  and  no  representation  was  taken  out  to 
him. 


The  bill  was  filed  by  some  of  the  creditors  of  Welhank,  on 
behalf  of  themselves  and  all  other  creditors  entitled  to  the 
benefit  of  the  trust  deed,  against  the  trustees,  to  haVe  the 
trusts  of  the  deed  carried  into  eflFect  by  the  Court,  and  for 
an  inquiry  as  to  their  debts,  and  as  to  the  property  received 
by  the  trustees. 

The  Defendants,  the  trustees,  were  also  representatives 
of  a  mortgagee  of  the  real  estate  comprised  in  the  deeda 


It  appeared  in  evidence,  that  the  Plaintiffs*  solicitor,  be- 
fore they  had  executed  the  deed,  applied  for  and  obtained  a 
statement  of  the  proceeds  of  the  property  sold,  and  liberty 
to  inspect  the  trustees'  accounts;  and  that  the  Plaintiffs 
shortly  afterwards  executed  the  deed  by  attorney.  The 
Plaintiffs  swore  that  they  assented  to  the  deed  at  the 
time,  and  the  Plaintiff  Nicholson  stated  that  Fowls,  bro- 
ther of  one  of  the  solicitors  to  the  trust,  called  on  him 
shortly  after  the  advertisement  of  the  deed  appeared  in 
the  newspapers,  and  urged  him  to  come  in  under  the  deed, 
and  to  assent  thereto;  and  that  he  did  assent  to  it  accord- 
ingly, aod  afterwards  urged  the  solicitors  to  wind  up  the 
business.  The  Defendants  denied  that  the  Plaintiffs  had  as- 
sented to  the  deed,  and  stated  that  at  the  time  of  the  exe- 
cution of  the  deed  by  one  Plews,  as  attorney  for  the  Plain- 
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retained  the  balance  of  the  purchaae-money  in  their  hands ; 
and  they  also,  immediately  after  the  respective  dates  and  ex- 
ecution of  the  said  indentures,  entered  into  the  possession 
and  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  said  heredita- 
ments, and  afterwards  sold  a  portion  thereof;  and  Tutin 
and  Watson  had  continued  in  the  possession  and  in  the  re- 
ceipt of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  remaining  parts  there- 
of up  to  the  present  time.  WeUxink  died  in  1854,  intes- 
tate and  insolvent;  and  no  representation  was  taken  out  to 
him. 


The  bill  was  filed  by  some  of  the  creditors  of  Wdbank,  on 
behalf  of  themselves  and  all  other  creditors  entitled  to  the 
benefit  of  the  trust  deed,  against  the  trustees,  to  haVe  the 
trusts  of  the  deed  carried  into  effect  by  the  Court,  and  for 
an  inquiry  as  to  their  debts,  and  as  to  the  property  received 
by  the  trustees. 

The  Defendants,  the  trustees,  were  also  representatives 
of  a  mortgagee  of  the  real  estate  comprised  in  the  deeds. 

It  appeared  in  evidence,  that  the  Plaintiffs'  solicitor,  be- 
fore they  had  executed  the  deed,  applied  for  and  obtained  a 
statement  of  the  proceeds  of  the  property  sold,  and  liberty 
to  inspect  the  trustees'  accounts;  and  that  the  Plaintiffs 
shortly  afterwards  executed  the  deed  by  attorney.  The 
Plaintiffs  swore  that  they  assented  to  the  deed  at  the 
time,  and  the  Plaintiff  Nicholson  stated  that  Fowls,  bro- 
ther of  one  of  the  solicitors  to  the  trust,  called  on  him 
shortly  after  the  advertisement  of  the  deed  appeared  in 
the  newspapers,  and  urged  him  to  come  in  imder  the  deed, 
and  to  assent  thereto;  and  that  he  did  assent  to  it  accord- 
ingly, and  afterwards  urged  the  solicitors  to  wind  up  the 
business.  The  Defendants  denied  that  the  Plaintiffs  had  as- 
sented to  the  deed,  and  stated  that  at  the  time  of  the  exe- 
cution of  the  deed  by  one  Plews,  as  attorney  for  the  Plain- 
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ti£&,  the  Defendants'  solicitor  pointed  out  to  him  that^  the 
time  fixed  for  the  assignment  having  elapsed,  it  was  doubt- 
ful whether  his  execution  for  the  PlaintiflFs  would  be  valid. 
The  trustees'  solicitor  stated,  that  Nicholson,  shortly  after 
the  execution  of  the  deed,  called  upon  him,  and  that  he 
mentioned  to  Nicholson  the  deed  of  assignment,  and  Nichol- 
son  refused  to  have  anything  to  do  with  it;  and  the  De- 
fendants, in  their  character  of  mortgagees,  relied  upon  the 
Statute  of  Limitations  as  having  barred  the  debts.  The 
Plaintifis  proved  their  debta 


StaitemaU. 


Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Sov;Ovgate  for  the  Plaintiflfe. 


ArgymmL 


The  creditors  were  informed  of  the  deed,  and  some  of 
them  at  least  have  assented  to  and  acted  upon  it,  and  even 
executed  it;  and  though  such  execution  was  not  imtil  after 
the  time  limited  for  that  purpose  in  the  deed,  they  are  enti- 
tled to  the  benefit  of  it  for  the  future:  Broadbent  v.  Thorn- 
ton (a).  In  Harland  v.  Binica  (6),  a  deed  of  assignment 
was  made  for  the  benefit  of  all  such  creditors  as  should 
come  in  under  and  execute  it.  None  of  the  creditors  exe^ 
cuted,  but  the  trustee  took  possession  of  the  property,  and 
then  one  of  the  creditors  asked  and  received  an  explanation 
of  his  so  taking  possession;  and  this  was  held  sufficient 
to  constitute  the  relation  of  trustee  and  cestui  que  trust, 
so  as  to  support  the  deed.  In  Siggera  v.  Evans  (c),  the 
CJourt  of  Queen's  Bench  decided,  that  the  mere  communi- 
cation of  the  deed  to  the  trustee,  who  was  also  a  creditor, 
and  his  assent  to  it,  were  sufficient  to  render  it  irrevocable : 
Kirivan  v.  Daniel  (d). 

Mr.  Daniel,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  W.  R,  Ellis,  for  the  Defend- 


(a)  4  De  G.  &  S.  65. 
(6)  15  Q.  B.  713. 


(c)  19  Jur.  851. 
Id)  6  Hare,  493. 
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ants,  relied  pn  the  non-execution  of  the  deed  within  the 
time  limited,  denied  that  there  was  any  assent,  and  cited 
Forbes  v.  Li/mond  (a),  in  which  the  Lord  Chancellor  says, 
"  that  no  person  can  be  considered  to  have  impliedly  ac- 
ceded to  a  deed  of  this  sort,  within  the  true  meaning  of  th^t 
expression,  who  has  not  put  himself  in  precisely  the  same 
situation  with  r^ard  to  the  debtors,  as  if  he  had  exe- 
cuted it" 


They  argued,  also,  that,  before  the  Plaintiflfe  executed  the 
deed,  their  debts  were  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitationa 


Judgment.       ViCfE-CHANCELLOR  SiR  W.  PAGE  WoOD:  — 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Pladntiflfe  have  made  out  their 
right  to  an  inquiry.  A  deed  was  executed  by  WeVbaiikt  in 
1840,  by  which  he  assigned  all  his  estate  to  trustees,  in 
trust  for  all  such  of  his  creditors  as  should  come  in  and  exe- 
cute the  deed  within  six  months.  None  of  his  creditors  did 
execute  it  within  that  time.  The  trustees  acting  under 
the  deed  gave  notice  of  the  assignment  to  the  creditors 
of  WdbamJc,  and  made  sale  of  the  property;  and  it  is 
quite  clear  that  they  and  Welbank  recognised  the  deed. 
It  is  said,  that  no  creditor  could  take  advantage  of  the  deed, 
unless  he  executed  it  within  six  months;  but,  after  that 
time,  the  parties  assumed  to  act  under  it;  and,  therefore,  the 
case  is  brought  within  the  decision  in  Broadbent  v.  Thom- 
ton  (b),  that  any  person  taking  under  a  deed  having  notice 
of  it,  and  acting  under  it,  although  he  does  not  execute  it, 
is  entitled  to  have  the  benefit  of  it  OovZd  v.  Robertson  (c) 
was  a  case  of  a  different  character.  There  a  mortgagee, 
having  another  security  of  a  different  hature,  insisted  up- 
on it,  and  was  not  permitted  also  to  take  advantage  of  a 


(a)  4  De  G.,  Mac,  &  G.  315.        (b)  4  De  G.  &  S.  65.        (c)  Id.  509. 
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creditors'  deed  made  by  the  mortgagor  in  favour  of  cre> 
ditors  who  should  execute  within  a  certain  time,  and  con* 
taining  a  provision  that  all  persons  coming  in  afterwards 
would  be  excluded,  the  mortgagee  never  having  executed 
this  deed. 


23 


The  Court  requires  it  to  be  shewn,  first,  that  the  person 
claiming  is  a  creditor,  and  then,  that  he  has  acted  under 
the  deed. 


The  case  before  me  is  a  very  strong  one.     The  Plaintiflf 
Nicholson,  it  appears,  made  a  claim  for  his  debt  immediate- 
ly after  the  deed.     He  swears  that  in  Januaiy  he  saw  the 
advertisement,  and  that,  after  it  had  appeared,  one  Fowle, 
a  brother  of  the  solicitor  to  the  trustees,  called  upon  him, 
and  urged  him  to  come  in  under  the  assignment,  and  to  as- 
sent thereto;  and  that  he  assented,  and  considered  that  he 
became  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  deed.    Fowle,  the 
trustees'  solicitor,  on  the  other  hand,  says  that  on  one  occa- 
sion he  had  an  interview  with  Ificholeon,  and  that  he 
neither  admitted  nor  denied  the  debt  claimed  by  Nicholson; 
that  he  mentioned  the  assignment,  and  that  Nicholson  re- 
fused to  come  in  thereunder,  or  have  anything  to  do  with  it 
However,  after  being  so  informed,  Nicholson  took  no  step 
to  recover  his  debt     It  is  a  strong  circumstance  to  shew 
acquiescence  in  the  arrangement  on  his  part,  that  Nichol- 
son was  told  of  the  deed,  and  forbore  to  assert  his  rights  as 
a  creditor:  the  fact  of  allowing  six  years  to  elapse  is  in 
favour  of  the  creditors;  they  did  not  interfere,  because  they 
were  content  to  abide  by  the  deed.     The  Plaintifis  did 
afterwards  execute  it,  while  Wdbank  was  still  alive.     They 
were  admitted  to  execute  the  deed,  being  told  it  is  open  to 
all  questions  which  may  arise;    but  the  circumstance  of 
their  being  admitted  to  execute,  and  WeUbank  never  object- 
ing, is  strong  prim&  facie  evidence  of  their  being  creditors. 
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Whatever  might  be  the  eflTect  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations 
upon  the  debts,  if  the  original  cestui  que  trust  entitled  to 
the  surplus  after  payment  of  the  debts  stands  by  and  allows 
them  to  execute  the  deed,  how  can  I  say  that  he  got  no  ad- 
vantage thereby  ?  How  can  I  tell  that  the  release  in  the 
deed  was  inoperative,  on  the  ground  that  the  debts  were 
barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations?  There  may  have 
beai  payments  or  acknowledgments  to  take  the  debts  out  of 
the  statute.  Wdbank  was  content  to  have  a  deed  executed, 
by  which  he  got  the  benefit  of  a  release  before  this  bill  was 
filed.  I  think  that^  in  this  respect,  this  is  stronger  than  the 
cases  which  have  been  cited. 


Minute  Take  an  account  of  what  is  due  to  the  Plaintiff  and  all  other 

of  Order,      persons  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  trusts  of  that  indenture. 

Take  an  account  of  the  receipts  and  payments  of  the  trustees, 
making  all  just  allowances. 

Let  the  trustees  pay  the  fund  into  Court  upon  their  own  affi- 
davit 

Reserve  further  consideration. 
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ment  used  by  the  Defendants  was  the  unsettled  state  of 
the  practice,  and  that  the  Plaintiffs  could  get  on  that  sum- 
mons the  same  order  they  would  have  by  going  to  the 
Court,  but  the  Defendants  admitted  that  the  PlaintifiGs  had 
no  other  course  open  to  them  than  to  set  down  the  cause  on 
the  old  exceptions  as  they  had  done. 


Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  ColUna  for  the  Plaintiflfe. 

No  further  time  could  be  given  in  Chambers,  until  the 
exceptions  were  allowed  in  point  of  form.  Exceptions  now 
come  in  the  first  instance  before  the  Court:  13  &  14  Vict, 
a  35,  s.  27;  and  eight  days  are  allowed  when  any  new  excep- 
tions are  taken  to  set  them  down.  Old  exceptions  may  be 
set  down  again  directly:  16th  and  17th  Orders,  2nd  Nov., 
1850  ;  and  if  not  set  down  within  fourteen  days  after  the 
further  answer  is  put  in,  such  answer  is  to  be  deemed  suf- 
ficient 

The  Plaintiflfe  feared,  that  submitting  to  the  order  for 
further  time  would  be  a  waiver  of  the  exceptions.  [ViCE- 
Chancellor.— The  26th  sect  of  the  15th  &  16th  Vict  c. 
80,  provides,  that  "  applications  for  time  to  plead,  answer, 
or  demur,"  which  seems  to  refer  to  the  original  answer,  are 
to  be  made  at  Chambers.] 

Mr.  Foster  for  the  Defendants. 


By  the  16th  Order  of  Nov.  1850,  after  the  filing  of  ex- 
ceptions to  the  Defendants'  answer  for  insuflSciency,  and  any 
further  answer  put  in,  the  Plaintiff  has  fourteen  days  from 
the  filing  of  such  further  answer  within  which  he  may  set 
down  the  old  exceptions.  [Vice-Chancellor. — And  if  not 
set  down  within  fourteen  days,  they  are  to  be  considered  as 
abandoned.     The  Plaintiffs  therefore  must  set  them  down.] 
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By  submitting,  the  Defendants  gave  the  Plamti£&  an  op- 
portunity of  avoiding  the  setting  down.  [  Vice>-Chanc£LLOR. 
— ^There  is  no  provision  that  submission  shall  have  that 
effect  It  is  necessary  to  set  down  the  old  exceptions  again 
without  dday,  and  then  when  they  are  called  on  counsel 
must  appear,  if  it  is  only  to  say  that  the  exceptions  are 
submitted  to.]  The  matter  may  be  struck  out  of  the  paper. 
[Vicb-Chancellor — ^There  remains  the  objection  that  this 
order  for  further  time  may  destroy  the  exceptions  alto- 
gether.] The  Court  would  not  listen  to  such  an  objection 
from  Defendants  who  have  given  such  a  notice  as  that 
given  by  us. 
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Vicb-Chakcellor  Sib  W.  Page  Wood: — 

How  &T  any  alteration  of  the  practice  is  desirable  will 
be  a  matter  to  be  considered  hereafter.  Sir  Oeorge  Tur- 
ner's Act,  in  the  first  place,  says  that  all  exceptions  shall  be 
set  down  to  be  heard  by  the  Court,  and  then  the  26th  sect 
of  the  15th  &  16th  Vict  c  80,  mentions,  amongst  the  ques- 
tions to  be  disposed  of  at  Chambers,  "  applications  for  time 
to  plead,  answer,  or  demur ; "  and  there  is  a  power  for  the 
Judges  to  take  such  other  matters  as  they  may  think  fit 
from  time  to  time,  or  as  may  be  directed  by  any  general 
order.  The  first  part  of  that  section  evidentiy  refers  to 
original  applications  for  "  time  to  plead,  answer,  or  demur." 
— not  after  exceptions  taken,  but  before  the  Defendant  had 
answered  at  alL  Then  the  course  pointed  out  by  order 
14,  of  Nov.  2nd,  1850,  is  this : — ^You  cannot  set  down  ex-' 
ceptions  after  taking  them  for  eight  days,  because  the  party 
may  submit,  and  then  they  never  get  into  the  paper  at  alL 
Aftier  the  eight  days,  and  within  fourteen,  you  must  set 
them  down.  Then,  if  a  further  answer  is  put  in,  by  the 
16th  Order,  the  old  exceptions  must  be  set  down  within 
fourteen  days,  or  else  the  answer  is  deemed  sufficient  When 
that  is  done,  the  exceptions  are  in  the  paper  to  be  disposed 
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o£  And  I  apprehend  the  right  course  for  the  Defendants 
to  have  taken  here  would  have  been,  when  the  exceptions 
were  thus  set  down,  to  have  had  some  communication  with 
the  Plainti£Es,  and  not  to  take  out  this  order  at  Chambers, 
admitting  that  the  answer  is  insufficient  and  asking  for  fur- 
ther time.  Then  the  matter,  being  in  the  paper,  under  the 
17th  Order  of  Nov.  1850,  the  Court  would  appoint  a  time 
within  which  to  answer.  Whatever  was  ordered  to  be 
done  by  the  Court  might,  if  the  Judges  so  thought  fit,  be 
disposed  of  at  Chambers.  But  at  present,  no  regulation 
having  been  made  by  the  Judges  which  would  include  this 
case,  it  would  have  been  much  too  hazardous  to  have  taken 
that  course.  It  might  have  been  open  to  considerable 
doubt  whether  the  order  giving  further  time  would  not  be 
a  waiver  of  the  original  exceptions.  I  think,  imder  these 
circimistances,  the  better  course  by  far  for  the  Defendants 
to  have  taken  would  have  been  to  make  some  arrangement 
by  which  a  consent  brief  could  have  been  handed  in  when 
the  case  was  called  on,  and  then  to  have  brought  the  point 
before  the  Court,  and  not  to  have  an  argument  upon  it  at 
Chambers.  I  think,  therefore,  an  order  must  be  made  now, 
simply  giving  further  time — whatever  further  time  is  re- 
quired. 


Nov.  I2th. 


CLARKE  V.  LAW. 


New  Practice     JL  HIS  was  a  bill  for  an  injimction  to  restrain  an  eject- 

WUneee-^  ment. 

Cron-txcminr 

ation  onAjfi' 

davit  before  Evidence  doeedr-Ah  d:  16  Vict.  c.  86,  m.  88  and  40. 

A  party  to  a  cause,  filing  or  giving  notice  to  read  an  affidavit  before  the  evidence  is  closed, 
may  be  oroea-ezamined  upon  such  affidavit  at  onoo,  without  waiting  until  the  evidence  is 
closed. 

A  party  having  filed  or  given  notice  to  read  an  affidavit  is  not  at  liberty  to  withdraw  it. 
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An  interlocutory  motion  for  the  injunction  had  been 
made. 

Interrogatories  were  filed  on  the  23rd  of  March,  1855. 
The  answer  of  tKe  Defendant  Law  was  put  in  on  the  18th 
of  June,  1855.  On  the  25th  of  June  replication  was  filed, 
and  a  Special  Examiner  was  appointed  to  take  the  evidence. 
Pending  the  examination  La/U)  gave  notice  of  his  intention 
to  read  at  the  hearing  an  affidavit  made  by  him  upon  the  in- 
terlocutory application  in  the  cause,  and  the  Plaintiff  there- 
upon required  him  to  submit  to  cross-examination  before 
the  special  examiner.  To  this  Law  objected,  on  the  ground 
that  the  evidence  was  not  closed;  and  therefore,  under  the 
38th  and  40th  secte.  of  15  &  16  Vict,  a  86,  and  the  Orders 
of  January,  1855,  the  time  for  cross-examining  the  Defend- 
ant on  his  affidavit  had  not  arrived.  La/U)  had  since  given 
notice  that  he  wished  to  withdraw  the  affidavit 
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Mr.  Danid,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Wdford  for  the  Plaintifl^  re- 
ferred to  sects.  38  and  40  of  15  &  16  Vict,  c  86,  and  the  5th 
Order  of  January,  1855,  and  cited  WiUiama  v.  WH- 
liaTiis  (a),  which  decided  that  the  words  of  s.  40  of  the  15  & 
16  Vict  c  86,  included  motions  for  decree,  and  Lloyd  v. 
Whitty  (6),  in  which  a  motion  for  an  injunction  having 
been  ordered  to  stand  over,  with  liberty  to  bring  an  action, 
it  was  held  that  a  witness  who  had  made  an  affidavit  on 
the  motion  might  be  cross-examined  thereon  before  the 
trial 


Argument, 


Mr.  RoUy  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Baiea  for  the  Defendant,  argued 
that  the  Defendant  was  a  witness,  and  that  by  sect  38  he 
could  not  be  cross-examined  imtil  after  the  evidence  was 


(a)  17  Beav.  156. 


(b)  19  Beav.  67. 


so 


Law. 
Judgment. 
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closed,  and  that  sect  40  only  applied  to  evidence  taken  for 
the  purpose  of  interlocutory  proceedings. 


Vice-Chancellob  Sib  W.  Page  Wood: — 

I  think  that  by  the  eflfect  of  the  38th  sect,  of  15  &'16 
Vict  c.  86,  standing  alone,  a  party  being  examined  in  a 
cause  merely  as  a  witness,  and  there  being  no  authority 
previously  to  this  statute  of  cross-examining  a  person  who 
has  simply  made  an  affidavit,  the  only  power  given  by  this 
section  being  to  cross-examine  him  after  the  evidence  is 
closed, — ^from  that  circumstance  only,  though  I  can  see  no 
reason  for  the  rule,  a  person  having  made  an  affidavit  to 
be  used  at  the  hearing  could  only  be  cross-examined  after 
the  evidence  is  closed,  whereas  a  person  who  has  given  oral 
testimony  could  be  cross-examined  at  once  without  waiting 
for  the  closing  of  the  evidence.  This  results  from  the  previous 
provision  in  sect  38,  that  the  evidence  on  both  sides  in  any 
suit,  "  whether  taken  orally  or  upon  affidavit,  shall  be  closed 
within  such  time  or  respective  times  after  issue  joined  as 
shall  in  that  behalf  be  prescribed  by  any  general  order  of 
the  Lord  Chancellor,  but  with  power  to  the  Court  to 
enlarge  the  same  as  it  may  seem  fit;  and  after  the  time 
fixed  for  closing  the  evidence,  no  further  evidence,  whether 
oral  or  by  affidavit,  shall  be  receivable ; '"  and  then  it  seems 
to  have  occurred  to  the  framers  of  the  Act,  that,  having 
thus  prevented  the  receipt  of  any  further  evidence,  there 
could  be  no  cross-examination  upon  affidavits,  but  as  they 
might  be  filed  at  the  last  moment  it  was  necessary  to  add 
a  proviso,  that  a  party  making  an  affidavit  might  be  cross- 
examined  after  the  evidence  was  closed.  There  does  not 
seem  to  be  any  reason  for  imputing  an  intention  to  the 
framers  of  the  Act  that  such  witnesses  should  not  be  cross- 
examined  before  the  evidence  closed,  or  for  supposing  that 
this  proviso  meant  to  say  that  no  such  cross-examination 
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should  take  place  before  that  time.  I  must,  therefore,  look 
to  the  positive  words  of  the  statute,  unembarrassed  as  they 
are  by  any  express  prohibition.  A  further  difficulty  was,  that 
under  the  old  practice  no  one  could  be  compelled  to  give 
evidence,  or  to  be  made  a  witness  upon  an  interlocutory 
application ;  and  sect  40  is  framed  mainly  with  the  view  of 
altering  the  practice  in  this  respect  By  the  first  part  of 
that  section,  any  party  to  a  cause  may  require  the  attend- 
ance for  examination  of  any  witness  "  for  the  purpose  of 
using  his  evidence  upon  any  claim,  motion,  petition,  or 
other  proceeding  before  the  Court,  in  like  manner  as  such 
witness  would  be  bound  to  attend  and  be  examined  with  a 
view  to  the  hearing  of  a  cause  ; "  clearly  shewing  that  this 
provision  was  intended  to  apply  to  interlocutory  proceed- 
ings ;  "  and  any  party  having  made  an  affidavit  to  be  used, 
or  which  shall  be  used  on  any  claim,  motion,  petition,  or 
other  proceeding  before  the  Court,"  following  the  same 
words  which  had  been  previously  used  in  contemplation  of 
other  proceedings  than  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  "  shall  be 
bound,  on  being  served  with  such  writ,  to  attend  before  an 
examiner  for  the  pmpose  of  being  cross-examined :  Pro- 
vided always  that  the  Court  shall  always  have  a  discretion- 
ary power  of  acting  upon  such  evidence  as  may  be  before  it 
at  the  time,  and  of  making  such  interim  orders  or  otherwise 
as  may  appear  necessary."  All  that  points  to  interlocutory 
proceedings;  but  the  question  is,  whether,  for  the  furtherance 
of  justice,  it  is  impossible  to  attribute  to  the  words  "other 
proceeding"  any  other  meaning  than  interlocutory  pro- 
ceedings, not  the  hearing  of  the  cause.  I  think  that  the 
hearing  may  be  included  in  those  words,  and  that  the  pro- 
vision is  not  necessarily  to  be  confined  to  other  proceedings 
exclusive  of  the  hearing  of  the  cause.  There  is  some  indi- 
cation of  this  in  that  part  of  the  40th  section  which  refers 
to  an  affidavit  "  to  be  used  or  which  shall  be  used  "  in  any 
proceeding  before  the  Court 
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Then  as  to  the  next  point  When  a  party  gives  notice  that 
he  intends  to  use  at  the  hearing  an  affidavit  made  by  him, 
he  is  both  a  party  and  a  witness.  If  he  had  filed  a  new 
affidavit,  he  could  not  say  that  he  would  not  use  it  He  has 
propounded  himself  as  a  witness,  and  cannot  be  allowed,  if 
not  cross-examined,  to  use  his  affidavit,  but  if  threatened 
with  cross-examination  to  withdraw  it:  having  tendered 
himself  as  a  witness,  he  is  bound  to  submit  to  cross- 
examination.  I  have  no  doubt  upon  this  point ;  the  other 
is  more  difficult,  and  the  Plaintiff  asks  me  to  give  a  some- 
what liberal  interpretation  to  the  Act ;  but  this  is  a  statute 
which  ought  to  be  construed  liberally,  and  I  cannot  see 
any  reason  why  this  Defendant  should  not  be  cross-examined 
at  once. 

Order  that  the  Defendant  Law  shall  attend  before  the 
Special  Examiner  and  be  cross-examined.  Costs  to  be  costs 
in  the  cause. 
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WOOD  V.  SCARTH.  iTov.  m  ^ 

i  HE  Defendant  Scarth,  being  the  owner  of  a  newly  erected   Vendor  and 

messuage,  intended  for  a  public-house,  to  be  called  "  The  specific  Per- 

Quill,"  and  knowing  that  the  Plaintiffi,  who  were  a  firm  of  ^^^^r^^^i^ 

brewers,  were  desirous  to  take  a  lease  of  it,  wrote  to  them  take—Evi- 

as  follows: —  ^ — 

The  Defend* 

"Putney.  8th  July,  1853."      T^^jJ^ 
"Gentlemen, — The  terms  for  the  intended  new  public-  Srote^o^Se 
house  at  Putney  are,  30Z.  yearly  rent  to  Lady-day  next,  and  ^^'^^^■;j^^f 

from  that  time  63i.,  on  a  lease  of  twenty-five  years,  to  com-  brewers,  and 

,-.,..,,.  offered  it  to 

mence  from  the  next  quarter  day  after  obtaimng  the  license,  them  on  lease, 

There  will  be  no  difficulty  about  Mr.  Young:  a  neighbour-  rentJ^Md^beg- 

ing  proprietor  is  wholly  in  my  interest ;  and  I  have  at  ground  ^  ^^^' 

rent  and  rack  rent  one  hundred  houses  near  it     Pray  let  their  earliest 

me  know  if  it  suits  you,  at  your  earliest  convenience,  a«  /  if  the  offer 

am  givvng  all  the  brewer  a  who  left  cards  the  offer  in  rotOr-  J^j  j^^^v- 

tion;  and  I  am  going  to  my  place  in  Hants  in  the  middle  }"8  ^  ^\ 
^      ^  "  *  brewers  who 

of  the  week     I  am  the  landlord  of  the  Swan  at  Walham  have  left  cards 

the  offer  in  ro- 
tation."   Sub- 
sequently,  a 
derk  of  the  firm  met  the  Defendant  on  the  premises,  and  discussed  the  terms  of  the  lease; 
and  afterwards  one  of  the  Plaintiffs  wrote  to  the  Defendant — "  I  have  viewed  the  premises, 
having  had  my  clerk*s  report,  and  we  are  willing  to  take  them  of  you.*' 
Held, — 1.  That  such  letters  constituted  a  valid  agreement  for  a  lease. 

2.  That,  prim&  facie,  the  terms  on  which  the  lease  was  to  be  granted  must  be  taken  to 
be  thoee  expressed  in  the  first  letter. 

3.  That  the  Defendant  was  at  liberty  to  resist  a  suit  for  specific  performance  of  such 
agreement,  by  proving  that  he  had  made  a  mistake  in  stating  the  terms  for  the  lease  in  the 
first  letter. 

4.  That  such  mistake  was  well  proved  in  this  case,  by  shewing  that  the  Defendant  had, 
previously  to  writing  this  letter  to  the  Plaintiff,  offered  the  premises  to  other  brewers, 
upon  terms  which  included  the  stipulation  which  he  stated  had  been  omitted  in  such  let- 
ter by  mistake ;  because  such  previous  offer  must  be  taken  to  be  "  the  offer  "  which  he  stated 
in  such  letter  that  he  was  giving  to  the  applicants  in  rotation. 

Held,  also,  that  vrant  of  memory  and  inaccuracy  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant  only  affect- 
ed the  credibility  of  his  evidence,  and  did  not  prejudice  his  right  to  relief,  as  the  mistake 
WM  clearly  proved  by  other  evidence. 

TOIu  n.  D  K.  J. 
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Green,  which  was  in  your  trade  many  years,  and  which  you 
may  have  again  on  terms;  the  tenant  only  holds  at  will 
"  I  remain,  Gents. 

Your  most  obedient  servant, 
"  Messrs.  Wood  &  Co."  Henby  Scabth." 


After  having  received  the  last-mentioned  letter,  the 
Plaintiff  Wood  answered  as  follows: — 

"  Artillery  Brewei^,  Westminster,  9th  July,  1853. 

"  Dear  Sir, — I  have  been  so  very  busy,  that  I  must,  for  a 
day  or  two,  claim  your  indulgence.  I  will  endeavour  to  see 
the  property  on  Monday,  and  let  you  know.  Will  you  say 
some  day  when  you  are  in  town,  that  I  can  see  you;  and, 
perhaps,  we  could  arrange  about  the  Swan  also. 

"  Yours  obediently, 

*'H.  ScARTH,  Esq.,  Putney"  J.  G  Wood." 

The  Defendant  replied : — 

"PutTiey,  10th  July,  1853. 

"  Dear  Sir, — I  shall  leave  for  the  country  this  week,  but 
would  go  to  London  late  to-morrow,  if  you  could  send  one 
of  your  gentlemen  here.  I  will  not  leave  Putney  before 
one  o'clock;  I  think  an  interview  might  much  facilitate  our 
businesa  I  will  be  at  the  last  Post  Office,  near  the  rail- 
way station,  from  eleven  until  one  o'clock  on  Monday. 
"  I  remain. 

Your  most  obedient  servant, 
"J.  C.  Wood,  Esq.,  Brewer."        Henry  Scarth." 


Accordingly  the  Plaintiff  Wood,  by  letter  dated  the  12th 
of  July,  appointed  Wednesday,  the  13th  of  the  said  mouth 
of  July,  as  the  time  for  the  Plaintiffs'  clerk  to  view  and  re- 
port upon  the  premises  proposed  to  be  leased,  and  to  have 
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€01  interview  with  the  Defendant  upon  the  subject  of  his 
offer;  and,  on  the  said  13th  of  July,  Shedlock,  a  confiden- 
tial derk  of  the  Plaintiffi,  met  and  had  an  interview  with 
the  Defendant  at  the  said  house,  and  (as  the  Plainti£b 
stated)  "  then  and  there  the  said  Shedlock  and  the  Defen- 
dant discussed  the  terms  for  the  lease  proposed  by  the  De- 
fendant in  and  by  his  said  letter  of  the  8th  day  of  July  as 
aforesaid,  and,  in  particular,  they  considered  and  discussed 
together  the  amoimt  of  the  proposed  rent,  namely  63i.  per 
annum;  and,  as  to  such  rent,  Shedlock  observed  to  the  De- 
fendant, that  he  thought  it  was  rather  too  much,  to  which 
the  Defendant  replied,  that  he  thought  it  a  fair  rent;  and, 
in  the  course  of  the  conversation  which  so  took  place  with 
reference  to  the  proposed  rent^  the  Defendant  mentioned  an 
agreement  he  had  then  lately  entered  into  for  letting  ano- 
ther public-house  in  the  neighbourhood,  called  the  'Arab 
Boy'  the  rent  reserved  for  which  was  501.  per  annum,  in 
addition  to  a  premimn  of  400i. ;  whereupon  Shedlock  pointed 
out  that  there  were,  what  he  considered  to  be,  certain  supe- 
rior advantages  incident  to  the  said  *Arab  Boy*  public- 
house,  and  yet  that  the  rent  asked  of  the  Plaintiffs  was  ISL 
more  than  the  rent  reserved  for  the  said  *  Arab  Boy  *  pub- 
lic-house ;  upon  which  the  Defendant  remarked  that  he  got 
4?00Z.  premium  for  the  *  Arab  Boy*  or  to  that  effect  (mean- 
ing thereby  to  refer  to  the  circumstance,  that  he  was  not 
asking  any  premium  for  the  said  public-house  called  the 
'Quiliy     At  the  same  interview,  and  after  the  aforesaid 
conversation,  the  Defendant  said  to  Shedlock,  that  he  could 
not  alter  the  terms  sent  to  Mr.  Wood,  meaning  the  terms 
contained  in  the  said  letter  of  the  8th  day  of  July;  and  he 
then  repeated  the  terms,  which  were  to  the  same  effect  as 
those  contained  in  the  said  letter,  without  any  variation ; 
and  he  also  stated,  that  he  would  finish  the  house  and  pre- 
mises (except  papering,  as  he  found  the  tenants  sometimes 
objected  to  the  paper  that  the  landlords  used).     At  the  same 
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interview,  the  Defendant  asked  ShedZock  when  he  could 
have  an  answer,  as,  in  the  event  of  a  refusal  by  Mr.  Wood, 
he  should  oflFer  the  house  to  certain  other  firms  in  the 
brewery  trade,  which  he  mentioned,  in  rotation,  to  which 
Shedlock  replied,  that  Mr.  Wood  was  not  in  town,  but  he 
expected  him  on  Friday  or  Saturday  then  next;  and,  that 
the  Defendant  would  hear  from  Mr.  Wood  on  Saturday  or 
Monday  then  next." 


Subsequently,  the  Plaintiff  Wood  wrote  to  the  Defendant 
as  follows: — 

«  Putney,  1 6th  July,  1853.'' 

"  Dear  Sir, — I  was  in  hopes  1  might  find  you  here  to-day. 
I  have  viewed  the  premises,  having  had  my  clerk's  report, 
and  we  are  willing  to  take  them  of  you.  Any  further  com- 
munication addressed  to  the  brewery,  shall  be  attended  to. 

"  I  am,  yours  obediently, 
J.  C.  Wood." 


On  the  1st  day  of  September,  1853,  the  Plaintiff  Wood 
received  from  the  solicitor  of  the  Defendant  the  draft  of  a 
formal  agreement  proposed  to  be  made  between  the  Defen- 
dant and  the  Plaintiff  Wood;  by  which  the  Defendant  was 
to  grant  to  the  Plaintiff  Wood  a  lease  of  the  said  house  and 
premises  for  twenty-five  years,  from  the  24!th  day  of  July, 
1853;  and,  in  case  a  license  should  be  obtained  for  selling 
ale,  beer,  porter,  spirits,  and  other  excisable  liquors  by  retail 
in  the  said  premises,  for  such  further  number  of  years  as 
would  make  up  twenty-five  years  from  the  quarter  day 
next  after  such  license  should  be  obtained,  at  the  yearly 
rent  of  63i.,  after  the  25th  day  of  March,  1854,  and  a  rent 
at  the  rate  of  SOL  per  annum  for  the  half  year  preceding, 
payable  quarterly;  and,  by  such  draft  agreement  it  was  (as 
the  Plaintiflb  alleged,  "  improperly  and  contrary  to  the  terms 
so  agreed  as  aforesaid  ")  expressed,  that  the  Plaintiff  Wood 
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ArgumenL 


Mr.  Bolt,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  W.  D,  Lewis,  for  the  Plamtiflfe, 
cited  CcUverley  v.  WiUicums  (a),  Molina  v.  Freeman  (6), 
Neap  V.  Abbott  (c),  and  Watson  v.  Mar8ton{d),  upon  the 
general  law  applicable  to  mistake  as  a  defence  to  a  suit  for 
specific  performance ;  and  argued,  that,  in  this  case,  there  was 
such  gross  negligence,  that  the  Defendant  should  not  be  per- 
mitted to  escape  fi-om  his  written  contract:  The  Duke  of 
Beaufort  v.  Neeld  (e),  Wood  v.  Ricliardson  (/). 


Mr.  W,  M,  Jamiea,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Freelin^,  for  the  De-. 
fendant,  argued,  that  the  remedy  at  law  was  suflScient;  that, 
in  all  cases  of  mistake,  there  was  of  necessity  considerable 
carelessness,  but  that  this  consideration  did  not  affect  the 
discretion  which  Coiurts  of  equity  exercised  in  such  cases, 
to  refuse  specific  performance;  and  they  cited  Faine  v. 
Brown  (g),  Wedgewood  v.  Adams  (]i),  Costigan  v.  Hast- 
ier (i),  and  Harnett  v.  Yielding  Qc),  Then  it  was  not  shewn 
that  there  was  any  written  acceptance  of  the  terms  in  the 
Defendant's  first  letter;  for  the  Plaintiffs  letter,  signifying 
that  he  would  take  the  house,  did  not  refer  to  the  letter 
of  the  Defendant 

Mr.  Bolt,  Q.  C,  in  reply. 


Judi/meni.       VicE-ChANCELLOR  SiR  W.  PAGE  WoOD: — 

In  my  judgment,  one  point  which  has  been  argued  does 
not  arise  in  this  case,  regard  being  had  to  the  terms  of  the 
Defendant's  letter  of  the  8th  of  July,  1853,  and  the  Plain- 
tiff's letter  of  the  16th.     In  the  latter,  the  Plaintiff  Wood 


(a)  1  Ves.jun.  210. 

(6)  2  Keen,  25. 

(c)  C.  P.  Coop.  333. 

{d)  4  De  a,  Mac,  &  G.  230. 

(e)  12  CI.  &  F.  248. 


(/)  4  Beav.  174. 
(^)  2  Ves.  sen.  307. 
(k)  6  Beav.  60^. 
(i)  2  Sch.  &  Lef.  160. 
{k)  Id.  549. 
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ment,  of  which  he  repents,  possibly  thinking  that  he  has 
not  asked  enough,  upon  slight  parol  evidence.  With  re^ 
spect,  therefore,  to  that  part  of  the  evidence  which  goes  to 
shew  that  the  Defendant's  agent  was  instructed  originally 
to  ask  a  premium,  supported  as  it  is  by  the  evidence  of 
the  agent,  I  at  once  say,  looking  to  the  consequences  of 
admitting  this  kind  of  parol  evidence  to  avoid  a  contract^ 
that  I  could  not  allow  the  Defendant  to  escape,  merely 
because  he  himself  swears  that  he  had  always  intended  to 
I  insert  the  term  of  the  500i.  premium  in  his  letter,  nor 
because  of  the  oath  of  his  agent,  to  the  eflfect  that  the 
Defendant  had  given  him  accordingly  instructions  as  to 
the  terms  of  letting  the  house.  But  I  find  something  writ- 
ten, which,  coupled  with  overt  acts  proved  by  the  evidence 
of  a  disinterested  witness,  seems  to  bring  the  case  up  to  the 
numerous  authorities  in  which  mistake  has  been  permitted 
to  be  a  defence  to  a  suit  for  specific  performance.  The 
fact  which  the  Defendant  mentions  in  his  first  letter  is,  that 
he  is  giving  to  all  the  brewers  in  rotation  flie  offer.  There 
is  no  ground  for  contending  that  the  mode  in  which  he 
would  give  them  the  offer  in  rotation  would  be  by  offering 
the  premises  to  other  persons  than  the  Plaintiff,  upon  dif- 
ferent terms,  for  instance,  excluding  the  500Z.  premium.  That 
is  a  preposterous  suggestion,  and  is  not  consist^t  with  the 
ordinary  dealings  of  mankind,  nor  with  the  language  of 
the  letter.  The  offer  mentioned  in  the  letter  must  be  the 
identical  offer  which  he  thereby  intended  to  make  to  tlie 
Piaintifis.  Then  if  I  find  that  the  Defendant  had  made  to 
Elliot  &  Watney,  who  were  first  on  the  list  of  applicants^ 
the  offer  of  which  he  speaks  in  that  letter,  and  that  such 
offer  included  the  term  of  the  5001.  premiiun,  I  must  hold 
that  the  Defendant  meant  in  this  letter,  but  for  the  written 
language  of  it,  to  repeat  the  identical  offer  which  he  had 
made  to  EUiot  A  Watney,  and  that  such  offer  was  in- 
tended to  include  the  term  of  the  500i.  premium  as  well  as 
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"  You  cannot  avoid  your  own  act  in  a  case  of  negligence  of 
this  kind,  many  other  persons  being  interested  in  the  mat- 
ter, solely  on  accoimt  of  what  you  kept  in  your  own  breast." 

That  a  person  shall  not  be  compelled  by  this  Court  speci- 
fically to  perform  an  agreement  which  he  never  intended  to 
enter  into,  if  he  has  sadsfied  the  Court  that  it  was  not  his 
real  agreement,  is  well  established.  Perhaps  no  case  better 
illustrates  the  principle  than  The  Marquis  of  Towiishend 
V.  Sta/ngroom  (a),  which  shews  both  that  an  agreement  will 
not  be  specifically  performed  by  this  Court  with  a  parol 
variation;  and,  on  the  other  hand,  that  this  Court  will  not 
decree  specific  performance  without  such  variation,  if  it  be 
relied  on  as  a  defence. 


Then  what  is  the  effect  of  this  Defendant  having  said 
that  he  had  made  a  mistake  in  his  original  proposal,  and 
that  subsequently  he  had  an  interview  with  the  Plaintiff's 
agent,  and  told  him  the  real  terms  of  the  proposed  lease, 
and  that  such  agent  perfectly  imderstood  and  assented  to 
those  terms,  including  the  5001,  premium  ?  Supposing  hm 
to  foil  wholly  in  establishing  that  proposition,  I  cannot  see 
how  that  is  to  vary  his  rights.  It  would  affect  his  credi- 
bility; but  I  need  not  give  the  least  credit  to  his  testi- 
mony on  the  subject  I  mean,  that  I  do  not  find  his  evi- 
dence necessary.  There  is  the  written  document,  which  he 
has  signed,  mentioning  the  course  of  rotation  he  was  about 
to  pursue  in  making  the  offer  of  a  lease;  and  the  other  evi- 
dence on  which  I  rely  is  the  testimony  of  Messrs.  Elliot 
<k  Watney's  agent — a  disinterested  person — and  not  the 
evidence  given  by  the  Defendant  in  his  own  causa 

If,  the  Defendant's  testimony  being  shaken  upon  one 
point,  I  should  be  inclined  to  doubt  other  evidence  given 


(a)  6  Vea.  328. 
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any  premium,  which  was  not  mmatuTEkl,  as  the  term  was  so 
Wood        short. 


V. 
SOARTH. 

JudffmenL 


I  dismiss  the  bill,  without  costs,  and  without  prejudice  to 
an  action  for  damages,  and  to  the  costs  of  this  suit  being 
included  in  such  action. 


June2Sth;  BOND  v.  ENGLAND. 

Mortffoffe-^      J  AMES  ENGLAND  died  in  May,  1850,  seised  in  fee 

Heir— Next  of '  simple  in  possession  of  freehold  lands,  which  he  had  acquired 

niStratUm.        ^7  P^chase,  and  which  were  subject  to  mortgages  created 

-    "^         by  him,  and  possessed  of  leasehold  lands  and  other  personal 

mortgaged        property.     He  died  intestate,  both  as  to  his  real  and  per- 

and  died  in      sonal  estate,  leaving  his  father,  Edward  England,  his  heir 

tS'l^tiJ^g     at  law  and  sole  next  of  km. 
hiM  father  Ed- 
ioard  E,  his 

heir  at  law  Edward  England  died  in  June,  1850,  also  intestate 

o{\^,Edwa/rd  both  as  to  his  real  and  personal  estate,  without  having 
tete^and^^-  ®^^^  obtained  letters  of  administration  oi  James  Engkmd'a 

out  haviDgob-  personal  estate,  and  without  havin^r  in  any  way  dealt  with 
tained  lettere     ^         ,  ....  .  , 

of  adminis-       his  real  estate  or  with  the  mortgages  thereon. 

tration  of  the 
personal  e»- 

— ^^d'^tha?  *  "^^^  ^^  estate  o{  Edward  Englamd,  including  the  mort- 
the  personal  gaged  estates,  descended  upon  his  grandson  and  heir,  Wil- 
Jama  was  lia-  liam  England,  who  was  also  heir  to  James  England. 

ble,  as  between 
the  heir  and 

P«"onal  re-  j^  August,  1850,  letters  of  administration  of  the  personal 

of  Edward       estate  ot  Edward  England  were  granted  to  his  daughter 

and  JatneSf  to 
be  applied  in 
disohai^  of  the  mortgage  debt  in  exoneration  of  the  real  estate. 

Observations  upon  the  conflict  of  authorities  on  the  subject  of  ozoneitition. 
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that  the  mere  circumstance  of  the  real  and  personal  estate 
of  the  deceased  mortgagor  having  become  united  in  his  heir 
or  devisee,  is  su£5cient  to  discharge  the  personal  estate  from 
its  primary  liability. 

The  contest  is,  in  truth,  between  the  real  and  personal 
representatives  of  Edward,  not  James;  and  though  the 
Defendant,  claiming  as  heir,  must  trace  his  descent  back  to 
James,  who  was  the  last  purchaser,  yet  he  must  trace  that 
descent  through  Edward,  and  take  as  standing  in  his  place 
and  representing  him :  Paterson  v.  Mills  (a). 

Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Peck  for  the  Defendant — After 
the  death  oi  James  Engkmd,  Edward  England,  as  his 
sole  next  of  kin,  became  entitled  to  the  residue  only  of  the 
personal  estate  of  James,  after  payment  of  all  his  debts,  in- 
cluding the  mortgage  debts;  sad  Edward,  never  having 
taken  out  letters  of  administration  of  the  personal  estate  of 
James,  never  took  any  further  or  other  interest  therein : 
consequently,  such  personal  estate  never  ceased  to  be  and 
still  is  the  ftmd  primarily  liable  to  the  payment  of  the 
mortgage  debta 

It  is  impossible  to  say,  that  there  was  ever  in  this  case 
the  union  of  interests  in  Edward  England,  on  which  the 
Plaintiff  relies.  On  the  death  of  James,  his  real  estate 
vested  in  Edward,  but  his  personal  estate  did  not.  A 
right  to  administration,  and  a  right  to  a  beneficial  interest 
in  the  residue  after  payment  of  James's  debts,  vested  in 
Edward  on  James's  death.  But,  in  no  other  sense  did  the 
personalty  ever  vest  in  Edward;  and  the  argument  founded 
upon  a  union  of  interests,  faila 

The  Vice-Chancellor. — The   only  question   for  reply 
(a)  15  Jur,  1. 
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will  be,  whether  the  abeenoe  of  administration  made  any 
difference  as  to  the  real  and  personal  estate  being  at  home 
in  Edward, 

Mr.  Dcmid  in  reply. — ^We  submit  that  it  did  not  Ad- 
ministration is  the  consequence  of  a  right  to  the  beneficial 
interest  in  the  personal  estate,  and  not  the  converse.  If  a 
son  dies  intestate,  or  a  wife,  the  husband  of  such  wife  and 
the  &ther  of  such  son  are  entitled  to  the  whole  of  their 
personal  estate,  and  to  administration;  and  if  such  husband 
or  £Etther  dies  before  administration  granted  to  them,  yet 
the  personal  estate  of  their  intestate  was  an  interest  vested 
in  them,  and  shall  be  part  of  their  personal  estate,  and  ad- 
ministration shall  be  granted  to  the  representative  of  such 
husband  or  father;  for  the  Spiritual  Court  regards  the 
property  in  granting  administration:  Viner's  Abridgment, 
tit  '* Executors,''  and  Bacon  v.  Bryant  there  cited;  In  the 
Goods  of  OiU(a)y  Fidder  v.  Hanger  (b)\  and  see  WHliams' 
Executors,  338,  339. 
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Judgment  reserved. 


Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood: — 

The  question  I  have  to  consider  is,  whether,  under  the 
circumstances  of  this  case,  WiUiarrh  England,  the  heir  of 
James  England,  who  originally  created  a  mortgage  of  cer- 
tain real  estate,  is  entitled  to  have  that  mortgage  paid  off 
out  of  the  personal  estate  of  James  England,  not  yet  ad- 
ministered, but  as  to  which  he  left  his  father,  who  was  his 
heir,  his  sole  next  of  kin,  and  therefore  the  person  who  had 
the  right  to  take  out  administration. 


JtUy  24th, 
Judgment, 


(or)  1  Hagg.  341. 


(6)  3  Hagg.  769. 
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JvudLgfMmJt, 


ThQ  difficulty  is  created  by  the  doctrine  of  the  Court  on 
this  subject  having  been  completely  revei'sed  by  the  deci- 
sions of  late  years.  According  to  the  earlier  authorities,  be^ 
ginning  with  Chief  Baron  Oilbert'a  treatise,  if  a  fond  was 
invested  on  mortgage  of  real  estate,  as  between  the  heirs  of 
the  party  making  the  mortgage,  and  those  who  claimed  his 
residuary  personalty,  subject  to  the  payment  of  his  debts 
and  legacies,  the  real  estate  was  considered  to  be  merely  a 
security,  and  the  personalty  was  the  fond  primarily  liable 
to  pay  the  mortgage  debt.  That  doctrine  was  followed  to 
such  an  extent,  that,  according  to  Chief  Baron  Gilbert  (a),  if 
a  deceased  mortgagor  had  left  his  heir  also  his  executor,  and 
that  executor  had  converted  to  his  own  use  assets  of  his  tes- 
tator, equivalent  to  the  mortgage  debt,  then,  on  his  death, 
his  heir  would  have  been  entitled  to  come  upon  his 
executors,  to  exonerate  the  mortgage  out  of  his  personal 
estate.  That  is  an  extreme  view,  because  it  can  hardly  be 
supposed  that  the  executor  took  that  money  with  any  other 
intent  than  that  of  appropriating  it  for  his  benefit  out  of 
the  asseta  This  doctrine,  however,  seems  to  be  supported 
by  the  decision  in  Lord  Effingham  v.  Napier  (a),  and  by 


(a)  "  If  the  grandfather  mort- 
gages his  lands,  and  covenants 
to  pay  the  mortgage  money,  and 
the  land  descends  to  the  father, 
and  the  father  dies  leaving  a 
personal  estate  of  his  own,  it 
shall  not  go  in  exoneration  of 
the  mortgage  of  those  lands  de- 
scended to  the  grandson,  because 
the  personal  estate  of  the  father 
was  not  liable  to  the  grand- 
father's debt,  and  there  is  no 
equity  that  any  part  of  the  per- 
sonal fortune  of  one  should  be 
applied  in  exoneration  of  such 
debt.    Whence  it  seems,  that  if 


the  father  had  been  executor  to 
the  grandfather,  and  the  grand- 
father had  left  assets  to  the  va- 
lue of  the  debt,  and  the  father 
had  converted  them  to  his  own 
use,  then  so  much  of  the  father's 
personal  estate  had  been  liable 
to  the  payment  of  the  grand- 
fether's  debts;  and  the  grand- 
son could  in  such  case  have  come 
upon  the  father's  executors  to 
exonerate  the  mortgage  out  of 
the  father's  personal  estate :" 
Otlberfs  Lex  PnxU  And  see 
Treat  on  Eq,,  VoL  ii.,  p.  289. 
(6)  3  B.  P.  C.  1. 


Judgment. 
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what  fell  from  the  Court  in  Evelyn  v.  Evelyn  (a),  with  rer  ^  1855. 
ference  to  that  decision.  In  Lord  Effingham  v.  Napier 
the  fiwjts  were  these: — Sir  John  Napier,  the  grandfather, 
left  real  estates,  subject  to  considerable  mortgage  debts.  He 
left  also  other  real  estate/  and  some  leaseholds  and  other 
personal  estate;  and,  by  an  Act  of  Parliament^  the  latter 
were  vested  in  tnistees,  in  trust  to  pay  the  debts  of  the 
grand£Etther,  and  subject  thereto,  in  trust  for  his  son,  Sir 
Theophilus,  who  became  entitled  to  the  mortgaged  estates; 
90  that  he  was  the  person  entitled  to  the  surplus  of  the  fund 
set  apart  for  payment  of  the  deb|is,  and  also  the  person  en- 
titled to  have  those  debts  paid  off  Sir  Theophilus  appro- 
priated the  fund;  and  his  personal  estate  having  been  aug- 
mented by  that  fund,  the  House  of  Lords  held  that  his 
nephew  and  heir  had  a  right  to  have  the  mortgaged  estate 
exonerated  out  of  his  asseta  That  is  the  ground  on  which 
the  decision  in  Lord  Ejffingham  v.  Napier  was  put  in 
Evelyn  v.  Evelyn  (a),  where  the  Lord  Chancellor  (who,  with 
the  concurrence  of  Lord  Chief  Justice  Raymond  and  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls,  delivered  the  resolution  of  the  Courts) 
Kud,  that  Evelyn  v.  Evelyn  "was  not  like  the  case  of  Sir 
John  Napier,  where  part  of  the  estate  of  Sir  John,  the 
mortgagor,  was  after  his  death  settled  by  a  private  Act  of 
Parliament  in  trustees,  as  a  fund  to  pay  all  his  debts;  and 
Sir  TheophUus,  the  son  and  heir  of  Sir  John,  disposing  of 
that  fund,  was  consequently  answerable  for  the  debts,  hav- 
ing had  the  benefit  of  the  fund  set  apart  for  them;  for 
which  reason  it  was  but  just,  that,  upon  his  death,  his 
personal  estate  should  be  answerable  for  the  debts  of  his 
£Mher.''  And  yet  he  was  the  person  who  was  entitled  imder 
the  Act  to  the  mortgaged  estates,  and  also  t^  the  surplus  of 
the  fund  appropriated  for  payment  of  the  mortgage  debta 

That,  therefore,  seems  to  have  been  the  old  doctrine :  the 

(a)  2  P.  Wms.  664. 
VOL  II.  E  K.  J. 
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60  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

Court  was  to  consider  how  far  the  personal  estate  had  been 
mcreased  by  the  circumstance  of  the  debt  having  been 
allowed  to  remain  a  charge  upon  the  real  estate  ;  and  it  is 
in  accordance  with  Lord  Belvedere  v.  Rochfort  (a)  and  the 
other  cases  referred  to  by  Lord  Justice  Knight  Bruce  in 
Lord  Clarendon  v.  Barha/m.  In  Lord  Bel/vedere  v.  RocJir- 
fort,  which  was  an  extremely  strong  case,  the  devisee  of  the 
mortgaged  estate  was  also  executor  and  residuary  legatee 
under  his  father's  will,  and  had  for  years  been  in  possession 
of  the  whole  property,  both  real  and  personal ;  and  his  son, 
to  whom  he  had  devised  the  mortgaged  estate,  was  held 
entitled  to  have  the  mortgage  debt  paid  off,  as  being  the 
grandfather's  debt,  out  of  personal  estate  of  his  grandfather 
in  the  appellant's  hands  as  executor  of  his  father. 

The  case  of  Lord  Belvedere  v.  Rochfort  seems  to  have 
been  overruled  on  both  pointa  It  was  overruled  on  one 
point  in  Tweddell  v.  TweddeU  (b)  by  Lord  Thurlow,  who  di- 
rected his  attention  to  the  question,  whether  the  debt  was  to 
be  treated  as  the  grandfather's  debt  at  all  He  had  pur- 
chased the  estate  subject  to  a  mortgage,  and  Lord  Thurlow'a 
objections  were  pointed  to  a  formal  error  in  the  decree,  in 
which  the  debt  was  treated  as  a  charge  created  by  the 
grandfather.  Lord  Justice  Knight  Bruce  adverts  to  this 
in  his  judgment  in  Lord  Clarendon  v.  Barham  (c).  Lord 
Thurlow  having,  in  TweddeU  v.  TweddeU  (d),  overruled 
the  first  part  of  the  decision  in  Lord  Belvedere  v.  Roch- 
fort, and  TweddeU  v.  TweddeU  having  been  since  followed, 
the  remarkable  fate  of  Lord  Belvedere  v.  Rochfort  was,  that 
the  other  point  which  it  decided  was  distinctly  ovemiled 
by  Sir  /.  Leach  in  Scott  v.  Beecher  (e),  a  case  which  was 
followed  by  Lord  Langdale  in  Lord  Ilcheater  v.  Lord 
Carnarvon  (f),  and  again  by  Lord  Lyndhurat  in  Evans 

(a)  6  Bro.  P.  C.  299  (Toml.  ed.)]  (d)  2  Bro.  C.  C.  101. 

(6^  2  Bro.  C.  C.  101.  (e)  6  Madd.  96. 

(c)  1  Y.  &  C.  711.  (/)  1  Beav.  209. 
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V.  SrwUh8an(a),      Lord  Justice  Kmgkt  Brucej  in  Lwd  1855. 

Clarendon  v.  Barham,  (b),  came  to  the  conclusion  that  it  bo2id 

was  so  overruled,  and  very  reluctantly  decided  that  case  ehqland 

against  what  would  otherwise  have  been  his  own  view.  ,  - — 

^  Judgment, 

Upon   the  whole,  therefore,   the  result  has  been,  that 
where  the  same  person  has  been  executor  and  residuary 
l^atee  of  a  mortgagor,  as  well  as  heir  or  devisee  of  the 
mortgaged  estate,  upon  the  death  of  such  person  his  per- 
sonal estate  has  been  held  not  liable  to  repay  the  mortgage 
debt;  and  it  has  been  so  held  on  the  ground  on  which  it 
is  put  by  Sir  John  Leach  in  his  judgment  in  Scott  v. 
Beecher(c),   where,  passing  by  the  old  question  whether 
the  personal  estate  had  been  benefited  (in  which  case  it 
ought,  according  to  the  earlier  authorities,  to  have  been 
applied  in  payment  of  the  debt),  he  sajrs,  the  personal  estate 
became  the  personal  estate  of  the  devisee  of  the  mortgaged 
estate,  but  the  mortgage  debt  was  not  the  debt  of  the 
devisee,  the  devisee  took  the  real  estate  with  the  equity  to 
have  the  personalty  applied  in  its  exoneration,  but  she  took 
it  charged  with  the  mortgage,   and   therefore  the  party 
claiming  as  her  heir  claimed  the  estate  charged  with  a  debt 
not  created  by  his  ancestress,  and  could  not  go  against  her 
personalty  in   order  to  be  recouped   a  debt  which   was 
not  hers. 

The  difference  here  is  this: — It  is  a  difference  which  has 
BMde  it  necessary  for  me  to  look  through  all  the  cases,  but 
I  cannot  find  anything  very  distinctly  throwing  light  upon 
it^  Here  James  Engkmd  did  not  leave  his  fether  his 
executor,  but  died  intestate,  leaving  his  father  his  heir,  and 
Irving  him  also  his  sole  next  of  kin  and  entitled  as  such 
sole  next  of  kin  to  the  personal  estate  of  his  deceased  son. 
*^e  question  is,  in  what  sense  was  he  so  entitled.     It  is 

(a)  Cited  1 Y.  &  C.  701.      (b)  1  Y.  &  C.  688.       (c)  5  Mad.  96. 
£2 
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argued  that  he  was  only  entitled  to  so  much  of  that  personal 
estate  as  might  remain  after  payment  of  all  the  debts  of  his 
son,  including  the  debt  due  upon  this  mortgaga  A  singular 
part  of  the  case  is,  that  the  real  estate  descended  to  him 
charged  with  the  mortgage  debt,  and  at  the  same  time  he 
became  entitled  as  next  of  kin  to  the  personalty,  of  which, 
as  against  every  one  except  himself  as  heir,  and  except  the 
mortgage  creditor,  in  case  his  security  proved  deficient,  he 
was  entirely  the  owner.  But  there  arises  a  difficulty  when 
no  administration  is  taken  out  in  cases  circumstanced  like 
this, — ^and  the  same  kind  of  difficulty  might  even  arise  in 
the  case  of  an  executor.  If  an  executor,  being  also  devisee 
of  leaseholds,  were  to  die  without  having  assented  to  the  de- 
vise to  himself  (which  all  the  authorities  hold  to  be  neces- 
sary in  order  to  make  it  part  of  his  own  personal  estate) 
the  administrator  de  bonis  non  would  take  the  leaseholds  as 
part  of  the  personalty  of  the  original  testator.  Edward 
here  died  before  taking  out  administration  to  James.  Sup- 
pose he  had  administered  and  not  assented  to  the  leaseholds 
vesting  beneficially  in  himself,  then  on  EdAvard's  death  the 
leaseholds  would  have  gone  to  the  administrator  de  bonis 
non  of  James.  But  here  Edward  never  even  adminr 
istered,  and  though  it  was  his  personal  estate,  as  laid  down 
in  Viner  (a),  so  far  as  to  entitle  his  representative  to  let>- 
ters  of  administration,  still  those  letters  were  letters  of  admin- 
istration of  the  eflfects,  not  of  Edward,  but  of  Ja/mes,  the 
original  intestate,  and  subject  to  the  duty  of  proving  for 
all  Jwmes'  debts  and  liabilities.  In  that  state  of  things 
a  question,  which  seesos  to  me  to  be  one  of  some  nicety, 
might  arise.  It  is  perhaps  only  trying  idem  per  idem, 
but  the  consequence  is  somewhat  startling.  Suppose  a 
claim  made  by  a  creditor  of  Edward  the  second  intestate, 
the  answer  would  be — '  This  is  not  EdAvard'a  personal  estate 
in  any  sense  until  the  debts  of  James  the  first  intestate  are 
all  pakL'    Suppose  the  mortgagee  had  sold  after  the  death 

(a)  A\)ridgement,  tit.  '*  Executors." 
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of  the  mortgagor,  and  realised  sufficient  to  pay  his  debt 
and  handed  over  the  surplus  to  be  disposed  of,  the  question 
would  be  whether  the  creditors  of  Edward  are  to  remain 
unpaid  altogether,  the  heir  of  James  saying,  '  Before  those 
assets  reach  Edward^  they  must  be  applied  to  pay  JaToea' 
debts,  and  you  cannot  touch  them  until  that  debt  is  paid.' 
That  seems  a  startling  position;  and  yet,  on  the  other  hand, 
the  creditors  of  Edward,  the  second  intestate,  could  never 
apply  for  payment  of  their  debts  to  the  administrator  de  bonis 
non  of  James  the  first  intestate,  but  only  to  the  administrator 
of  their  own  debtor.  So  that  it  comes  back  to  this  question, 
namely,  whether  the  administrator  of  Edward  could  take 
property  out  of  the  hands  of  the  administrator  de  bonis  non 
^  James,  mitil  all  the  debts  oi  James  are  paid.  Clearly  if 
the  security  were  insufficient  he  could  not. 
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Whether  that  makes  any  difference  or  not,  it  appears  to 
me,  tiiat  the  authorities  which  have  decided  that  when  the 
same  person  who  is  heir  or  devisee  of  the  mortgaged  estate 
is  also  executor  and  residuary  legatee,  and  has  both  the 
fonds  and  the  legal  right  to  pay  himself,  his  heir  is  not  en- 
tided  to  have  the  mortgaged  estate  exonerated,  do  not  go 
&r  enough  to  enable  me  to  hold  that  the  administrator  of 
^ward,  who  was  entitled  only  to  so  much  of  the  entire  per- 
sonalty of  Ja/m£S  as  fell  to  him  by  the  effect  of  intestacy, 
after  all  the  debts  o{  James  were  paid,  can  claim  James'  per- 
sonalty until  the  mortgaged  debt  is  discharged ;  or  to  hold, 
even  if  the  mortgagee  had  chosen  to^sell  the  security,  so  that 
^edebt  had  been  in  a  manner  discharged,  that  the  defend- 
ant^ claimmg  as  heir  of  James  as  well  as  of  Edward,  has  not 
a  right  to  say  '  The  personalty  of  James  never  came  to  Ed- 
^rd,  it  remains  unadministered,  and  I  am  entitled  to  have 
itapplied  in  relieving  the  mortgaged  estate  bova  James' ^ehi,' 


The  case  is  new  in  this  particular.     The  views  on  the 
general  doctrine  have  been  very  various ;  but  the  latter  de- 
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cisions  have  proceeded  upon  the  ground  that  the  same 
party  had  both  funds  under  his  control  I  cannot  say  that 
thia  was  the  case  here,  and  I  must  therefore  decide  in 
favour  of  the  Defendant,  who  applies  to  have  the  mortgaged 
estate  exonerated. 


Declare,  that  the  personal  estate  of  James  England  is  liable,  as 
between  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant,  to  be  applied  in  discharge  of 
his  mortgage  debts  in  exoneration  of  his  real  estate  charged  there- 
with. 


Nov.  17  th, 
Idth,  ^  22nd. 


THORNE  V.  KERR. 

biR  HENRY  VANE  executed  a  bond,  dated  the  12th 
of  March,  1793,  whereby  he  bound  himself,  his  heirs,  exe- 
cutors, and  administrators,  to  pay  to  Eleanor  Vane,  her 
executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  the  full  sum  of  70002. 
of  good  and  lawful  money  of  Great  BHtavn,  on  the  12th 
day  of  September  then  next  ensuing,  with  interest  for  the 
same  after  the  rate  of  4i.  per  cent  per  annum. 

The  condition  of  this  bond  was  broken  previously  to  the 
decease  of  Sir  Heni^y  Vane,  and  after  the  breach  thereof 
P®^.^®*^  he  agreed  to  pay  interest  at  the  rate  of  5L  per  cent  per 
annum  on  the  principal. 


Bofid  Cre- 
ditor— Stat,  of 
Lm,UatUm» — 
Dtvnstavk, 

A.  executed  a 
monej  bond, 
binding  him- 
self and  bis 
heirs,  and  died 
in  1794,  leav- 
ing B.f  his 
heir  and  exe- 
cutor, to 
whom  real  and 


Sir  Henry  Vane,  in  his  lifetime,  paid  interest  on  the 
said  bond  and  also  paid  oflf  part  of  the  principal. 


iicient  to  sa- 
tisfy the  bond. 
B.  paid  inter- 
eat  on  the 
bond  during 
bis  life.     He 
died  in 

1813,  leaving  his  widow  C.  his  executrix  and  ge^eral  legatee  and  devisee.  C.  paid  in- 
terest on  the  bond  down  to  February,  1817.  In  May  following,  she  married  D,,  who 
paid  the  interest  and  part  of  the  principal  due  on  the  bond  during  the  coverture,  which 
was  determined  in  June,  1834,  by  the  death  of  C,  and  he  afterwards  paid  the  interest 
down  to  his  own  death.  C.  by  will,  under  a  power  of  appointment,  gave  to  i>.  a  life 
interest  in  her  real  estate,  and  he  took  out  administration  to  her  with  her  will  annexed. 
I),  died  in  May,  1852,  leaving  E.  his  executor.  Subsequently,  the  bond  creditor  took  out 
administration  de  bonis  non  to  ^4.,  B.f  and  C,  and  filed  a  bill  against  E.  and  the  devisees 
of  C,  seeking  to  obtain  payment  out  of  the  r^  and  personal  estate  of  C. : — Hddf  that  the 
claim  of  the  bond  creditor  against  C.  personally  was  a  claim  on  simple  contract  only  as 
for  a  devastavit,  and  was  therefore  baiTed  by  lapse  of  time. 


Statement, 
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EleaTwr  Vcme  died  on  the  13th  day  of  February,  1818, 
having  by  her  will  bequeathed  all  her  personal  estate  to 
the  Plaintiflf -4?in€  Thome,  and  appointed  her  sole  execu- 
trix of  her  said  will. 

Sir  Henry  Vane,  the  obligor,  by  his  will  devised  and 
bequeathed  real  and  personal  estate  to  his  son  Sir  Henry 
Vane  Tempest,  subject  nevertheless  to  the  payment  of 
his  debts  and  funeral  expenses  and  the  legacies  therein- 
before given ;  and  he  appointed  his  wife  Dame  Frances 
Va/ne  and  his  said  son  Sir  Henry  Vane  Tempest  execu- 
tors of  his  will. 

Sir  Henry  Vane  died  on  the  7th  day  of  June,  1794. 

Sir  Henry  Vane  Tempest  was  the  son  and  heir-at-law 
of  Sir  Henry  Vane,  and  he  survived  his  co-executor  the 
said  Damu  Framces  Vane,  and  he  duly  paid  interest  upon 
the  bond  fix)m  the  death  of  Sir  Henry  Vane  down  to  the 
day  of  his  own  death. 

On  the  25th  of  April,  f  799,  he  intermarried  with  the 
Cotintess  of  Antri/m,  who  under  the  will  of  her  father  be- 
came entitled  to  one  undivided  third  part  of  the  estates  of 
her  father  for  an  estate  tail  in  possession.  She  and  her 
husband  afterwards  barred  the  entail  in  these  estates  and 
limited  the  estate  to  him  in  fee. 

Sir  Henry  Vams  Tempest  by  his  last  will,  after  giving 
certain  pecuniary  legacies  as  therein  mentioned,  gave  and 
bequeathed  to  his  wife  the  said  Countess  of  AntriTn  all  his 
real  and  personal  estate ;  and  he  appointed  the  said  Countess 
and  WiRiam,  Hartley  executors  of  his  wUL  He  died  on 
the  1st  day  of  August,  1813. 

The  Counteiis  {}{  Antrir)i  alone  proved,  and  duly  paid  the 
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interest  from  tiiiie  to  time  accruing  due  on  the  said  bond 
down  to  February,  1817. 

On  the  24th  of  May,  1817,  she  intermarried  with 
M'Donndl;  and  previously  to  and  in  contemplation  of  such 
marriage  M'LonTieU  entered  into  an  engagement  in  writing 
duly  signed  by  him,  whereby  he  agreed  that  the  said 
Coimtess  of  ArUri/m  should,  notwithstanding  her  intended 
coverture,  have  full  power  to  devise  her  real  estate. 

By  a  post-nuptial  settlement  the  estates  were  limited  to 
McDonnell  for  life ;  and  a  power  was  given  her  to  raise 
16,500Z.,  to  be  applied  in  payment  of  the  debts  of  the  said 
Sir  Henry  Vane  Temped. 

By  her  will  the  Countess  appointed  that  her  trustees  there- 
in named,  with  the  consent  of  M'DonneU,  should  make  sale 
of  all  such  parts  of  the  said  hereditaments  (except  as  therein 
mentioned)  as  should  be  sufficient  to  pay  all  the  debts  or  in- 
cumbrances charged  on  the  said  hereditaments  at  the  time 
of  her  decease;  and  subject  to  the  trust  aforesaid,  the  said 
testatrix  directed  the  said  trustees  to  settle  the  said  here- 
ditaments to  their  use  for  a  term  of  1000  years,  to  be  com- 
puted from  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  the  testatrix  and 
M'DonnMj  upon  trust,  amongst  other  things,  by  cutting 
timber,  to  raise  money  for  payment  of  the  mortgage  debts, 
sums  of  money,  and  other  incumbrances,  which  should  be 
a  charge  thereon,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  Charles 
Fortescue  Kerr  for  life,  with  remainder  to  trustees  to  pre- 
serve contingent  remainders,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of 
the  first  and  other  sons  of  the  said  Charles  Kerr  in  tail  male, 
•with  divers  remainders  over. 

The  Coimtess  of  AntHm  died  on  the  13th  of  Jime, 
1834. 


After  her  death,  letters  of  administration  de. bonis  non 
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with  the  will  of  Sir  Henry  Vane,  the  first  testator,  annexed,         1866. 
and  also  letters  of  administration  of  the  g6ods  and  effects  of 
Lady  ATitrirn,,  were  granted  to' M*DonneU. 


M'DoivneU  paid  the  interest  on  the  bond  from  his  mar- 
riage down  to  the  time  of  his  death. 

M'DonneU  died  on  the  19th  of  May,  1852,  having  by 
his  will  appointed  the  Defendants,  Lady  Louisa  Kerr  and 
Mn  Oregaon,  his  executors.  Since  his  death,  adminis- 
tration de  bonis  non,  with  their  wills  annexed,  of  the  effects 
of  Sir  Henry  Vane  and  Sir  Henry  Vane  Tempest  respec- 
tivdy,and  also  administration  of  the  effects  of  Lady  Antrim, 
were  taken  out  by  the  Plaintiff  ^titi^  Thome;  but  neither 
she  nor  her  husband  had  received  any  assets  of  any  of  these 
persons. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  Anne  Thome  and  her  husband 
against  Louisa  Kerr  and  John  Gregson,  and  the  persons 
entitled  to  the  real  estates  of  the  Countess  of  Antrim,,  It 
charged  that  this  suit  ought,  so  far  as  it  is  necessary  to  be 
taken  as  a  suit  by  the  Plaintiffs  on  behalf  of  themselves  and 
the  other  unsatisfied  creditors  of  the  said  Sir  Henry  Vane 
Tempest,  and  of  the  said  Sir  Henry  Vane,  and  of  the  said 
inne  Catherine  Countess  of  AntHm^  and  of  the  said 
SdmuTid  M'DormeU. 

And  the  bill  pi*ayed  a  declaration  that  the  said  bond  debt 
'^  a  specialty  debt,  due  and  owing  from  the  estate  of  Sir 
Benry  Vane  Tempest,  and,  if  necessary,  also  from  the  es- 
tate of  the  Countess  of  Antrim,;  and  that  proper  accounts 
might  be  taken  of  the  real  and  personal  estate  devised  and 
bequeathed  by  Sir  Henry  Vane  Tempest  and  the  real  es- 
tate devised  as  aforesaid  by  the  Countess  of  Antrim;  and 
that  due  provisions  might  be  made  for  the  payment  there- 
out of  the  principal  and  interest  remaining  due  on  the  said 
bond;  and  that  the  personal  estate  of  Sir  Henry  Vane  como 
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to  the  hands  of  the  said  John  Oregaon  and  Lady  Louisa 
Kerr,  might  likewise  be  applied  in  payment  of  the  said 
bond  so  far  as  the  same  would  extend. 

The  question  was,  whether  the  real  and  personal  estates 
of  the  Countess  of  Antri/m  were  liable  for  the  bond  debt 


It  was  proved  ilisit  M'DouTieU  and  his  wife,  the  Countess 
of  ArUrimy  paid  to  the  Plaintiflfe  700i. ;  and  that,  in  July, 
1835,  M'Donndl  paid  them  a  further  sum  of  lOOOi.,  on 
account  of  the  principal  of  the  bond. 


Argumau.         Mr.  Rolt,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Oiffard,  for  the  Flaintifis. 

Lady  Antrvra'a  real,  as  well  as  her  personal,  estate,  is 
liable  to  this  bond  debt 

Sir  Henry  Vavie  Tempest,  being  the  heir  of  his  father, 
was  boimd  by  the  bond,  and  the  action  against  him  would 
be  in  the  debet  and  detinet:  Vin.  Abr.  tit  "  Heir,"  K.  2,  pL 
8;  he  would  be  personally  liable.  Therefore,  the  Coimtess 
of  AntHm  would  be  liable,  under  3  &  4  W.  &  M.  c.  14,  to 
the  extent  of  the  real  assets  which  she  took  from  him.  But 
further.  Sir  Henry  Vane  Tempest,  by  his  acts,  admitted 
that  he  had  possessed  assets  of  his  father  to  pay  this  bond 
debt,  and  Lady  Antrim  received  from  him  assets  liable  to 
this  bond  debt  She  must  be  taken  to  have  admitted  assets 
by  paying  from  time  to  time  the  interest:  Corporation  of 
Clergymen's  Sons  v.  Swainson  (a) :  for  the  payments  made 
after  her  marriage  by  her  husband  were  for  this  purpose 
payments  by  herself;  and  as  she  died  since  the  passing  of 
the  stat  3  &  4  Will  4,  c.  104,  her  real  as  well  as  her  per- 
sonal estate  are  liable. 

(a)  1  Ves.  sen.  75, 
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Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood: — 

The  question  in  this  case  may  be  shortly  stated  thus: 
Sir  Henry  Vane  gave  a  bond  to  a  lady  whom  the  Plain- 
tiff representa  He  died  several  years  ago,  having  ap- 
pointed his  son  and  heir-at-law  Sir  Henry  Vane  Tempest 
his  executor,  and  having  left  considerable  real  estate,  which 
descended  to  Sir  Henry  Va/ne  Tempest  The  latter  con- 
tinued to  pay  interest  on  the  bond,  and  made  some  pay- 
ment in  respect  of  the  principal,  and  died,  leaving  Lady 
Antrvm  his  widow  and  executrix;  and  she,  acting  as  such 
executrix,  received  his  personal  estate,  and  also  took  con- 
siderable real  estate  by  devise  from  him,  which  had  originally 
been  conveyed  to  him  by  her;  and  afterwards  she  married 
M'DonneU;  and  a  settlement  was  executed  by  which  a  power 
was  given  to  her  to  devise  and  appoint  this  estate  as  she 
thought  fit.  She  subsequently  died,  not  quite  twenty  years 
before  the  filing  of  the  bill,  having  paid  interest  on  the  bond 
down  to  about  February,  1817.  Her  husband  is  her  repre- 
sentative. He  has  since  died,  and  administration  has  been 
taken  out  by  the  Plaintiffs  to  Lady  Antrim,  Sir  Henry 
Vane  Tempest,  and  Sir  H.  Vane.  The  first  two  Defend- 
ants are  the  personal  representatives  of  McDonnell, 

The  question  is,  how  fer  the  real  estates  of  Lady  ATvtrivfi, 
under  these  circumstances,  can  be  affected  by  the  claim  to 
this  bond  debt 

I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  Sir  H,  Vane  Tem- 
pest took  sufficient  real  estate  by  descent  from  his  father 
to  pay  this  debt;  and  I  intimated  before,  that,  under  these 
circumstances,  I  was  of  opinion  that  he  was  bound  by  the 
bond  as  heir  to  his  father,  being  liable  imder  the  statute 
3  &  4  Will  &  Mary,  c.  14,  to  an  action  upon  the  bond  to 
the  extent  of  the  assets  descended  to  him.  At  the  time  of  his 
death,  I  considered  that  he  was  not  a  specialty  debtor,  as 
upon  a  bond  which  would  bind  his  own  real  estate,  but 
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that  the  debt  was  a  debt  against  his  personal  estate,  which, 
as  I  then  understood,  had  been  exhausted;  and  if  that  had 
been  so  there  would  have  been  an  end  of  the  case,  as  I  had 
come  to  the  conclusion,  that  his  own  real  estate,  as  dis- 
tinguished from  the  descended  estates,  could  not  have  been 
aflfected.     That  fact^  however,  was  not  admitted,  and  ac- 
cordingly an  argument  again  arose  as  to  whether  or  not  the 
Countess  of  Aritrim  and  her  real  estates  could  be  made 
liable  to  this  debt 

I  think  that  there  has  been  a  fallacy  in  the  very  able 
argument  which  I  have  heard  in  support  of  this  view. 
It  was  urged,  that  if  the  Statute  of  Limitations  were  ad- 
mitted to  be  out  of  the  question,  the  bond  creditor  might 
file  a  bill  to  have  the  bond  debt  paid ;  and  if  he  could  shew 
that  interest  had  been  paid  thereon  within  twenty  years, 
according  to  the  ordinary  course  of  the  Courts  the  Court,  in 
taking  the  account,  would  take  an  accoimt  of  the  assets  re- 
ceived by  each  of  a  series  of  successive  representatives  of 
^e  original  obligor  through  any  devolution  of  the  represen- 
tation; and  that  when  any  representative  was  shewn  to  have 
^"^ived  assets,  the  creditor  might  have  a  remedy  against 
the  real  as  well  the  personal  estate  of  such  person  since 
^^  Stat  3  &  4  Will  4,  c.  104,  which  has  made  real  estate 
^*  a  deceased  debtor  answerable  for  his  simple  contract  debts. 

It  struck  me  during  the  argument,  that  the  fallacy  was 
^- — If  a  creditor  files  a  bill  in  respect  of  a  specialty  or 

^^^ple  contract  debt,  there  are  two  courses  open  to  him : 
®  ^ay  file  the  bill  on  behalf  of  himself  and  all  other  cre- 

^^^  either  of  the  original  debtor,  or  of  either  of  his  suc- 

^^ve  representatives  whose  estate  he  may  choose  to  fix 

^^Ix  the  debt 

If  the  bill  be  on  behalf  of  the^Plaintifif  and  all  the  other 
^^^^^^tors  of  the  original  debtor,  thp  decree  in  such  a  suit 
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would  be  for  an  account  of  his  personal  estate,  and  would 
trace  the  assets  through  the  hands  of  his  successive  repre- 
sentatives; but  with  respect  to  the  question  of  the  Statute 
of  Limitations,  it  is  a  very  important  consideration  whom 
the  creditor  has  chosen  to  treat  as  the  principal  debtor 
— whether  the  person  against  whose  assets  the  bond-debt 
is  still  in  force,  or  one  of  his  representatives  who  has  made 
himself  personally  liable  to  such  bond-creditor.  A  case 
which  illustrates  this,  is  Buahy  v.  Seymour  (a).  The  cir- 
cumstances there  were,  that  one  Lennon,  having  divided 
his  property  by  will  between  his  two  children,  appointed 
Seymour  his  executor,  who  took  possession  of  the  personal 
estate,  and  died  possessed  both  of  real  and  personal  estate, 
and  appointed  his  son  Thx/moLa  his  executor,  and  then  the 
bill  was  filed  by  one  of  the  children  and  her  husband,  who 
had  obtained  administration  de  bonis  non  to  Lermon,  not 
on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff  and  all  other  creditors  of  Sey- 
mxmr,  but  in  respect  of  their  individual  interest  under  the 
will  of  Ja/mea  Lennon;  and  it  prayed  that  an  account 
might  be  taken  of  the  personal  estate  of  James  Lennon 
which  came  to  the  hssida  o{  Seym^our  deceased,  or  without 
his  wilful  default  might  have  been  received  by  him,  and 
that  the  Defendant  might  admit  assets  sufficient  to  answer 
the  demand  of  the  Plaintiff,  or  in  default  that  the  trusts 
of  the  will  of  Seym/mr  might  be  carried  into  execution, 
and  that  an  account  might  be  taken  of  his  freehold  and 
personal  estates. 


A  decree  was  made  on  that  bill,  simply  directing  an  ac- 
count of  the  assets  received  by  Seym/mr,  as  executor,  pass- 
ing by  the  real  estate,  it  not  being  the  course  of  the 
Court,  where  a  creditor  sues  singly,  to  make  a  decree  as  to 
the  real  estate.  Some  time  afterwards,  it  was  discovered  in 
the  Master's  office,  that  nothing  was  to  be  got  by  that  suit, 


(a)  IJ.  &  L.  527. 
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statute  has  seldom,  if  ever,  been  acted  on,  but  the  prin- 
ciple is  plain — ^the  remedy  is  founded  on  the  devastavit 
of  the  executor,  and  if  it  is  desired  to  affect  his  real  estates 
a  bill  should  be  filed  by  the  Plaintiff  on  behalf  of  himself 
and  all  the  other  creditors  of  that  executor,  founded  on 
the  devastavit;  the  bond  is  what  leads  up  to  the  remedy, 
but  the  real  foundation  of  the  suit  is  the  devastavit,  as  to 
which  the  remedy  is  barred  by  the  lapse  of  six  years, 
this  Court  following  in  that  respect  the  analogy  of  the 
Courts  of  law. 


In  this  case  the  Plaintiff  has  well  filed  the  bill  as  on 
behalf  of  himself  and  the  other  creditors  of  Sir  Henry  Vcme 
Tempest.  Then  there  are  statements  all  through  to  shew 
that  other  parties  took  the  debt  upon  themselves;  there  is 
no  mode  of  proving  that  except  by  shewing  that  they  com- 
mitted a  devastavit ;  there  is  no  consideration ;  nothing  is 
stated  to  satisfy  the  requisitions  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds  re- 
specting a  promise  to  pay  the  debt  of  another,  and  if  there 
were,  even  that  would  be  barred  by  lapse  of  time.  The  relief 
to  which  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  as  a  bond  creditor  of  Sir 
Henry  Vane,  is  to  follow  his  assets  through  the  hands  of  his 
successive  representatives,  according  to  the  ordinary  course 
of  the  Court.  But  then  it  may  be  argued,  why  could  not 
any  of  the  series  of  representatives  set  up  the  Statute 
of  Limitations  by  shewing  that  a  preceding  representative 
had  committed  a  devastavit  more  than  six  vears  ago.  The 
course  of  the  Court  is  to  follow  the  assets  as  long  as  they 
are  to  be  found ;  and  if  they  are  in  existence,  no  question 
arises ;  but  there  might  be  a  question  in  the  case  of  an  ex- 
ecutor who  should  so  defend  himself,  as  to  whose  the  debt 
was — though  I  think  there  can  be  no  doubt  how  it  would 
be  decided.  The  question  might  arise  between  the  specialty 
creditor  of  the  original  debtor,  and  the  simple  contract  cre- 
ditors of  the  intermediate  executor — ^between  them  it  would 
be  a  simple  contract  debt,  and  the  Plaintiff  could  only  come 
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m  with  the  other  creditora  But  the  question  of  the  Statute 
of  limitatioiis  does  not  arise  when  the  Plaintiff  is  merely 
seeking  to  affect  the  personal  estate  of  the  original  debtor 
in  this  course  of  devolution  and  to  take  those  assets,  and 
tiioee  only  which  are  in  the  hands  of  his  representative, 
who  has  no  defience  for  not  treating  them  as  the  assets  of 
the  original  debtor — ^but  when  the  Plaintiff  is  seeking  to 
attack  the  estate  of  the  representative  for  his  default,  as  to 
which  the  question  must  then  be,  what  is  the  foimdation 
of  the  claim?  If  the  claim  of  the  Plaintiff  in  this  case 
be  against  the  estate  of  the  person  who  is  represented  by 
the  Defendants,  the  answer  is  that  she  owed  no  specialty 
debt  to  tlie  Plaintiff;  his  claim  against  her  is  one  which  at 
law  would  be  simply  the  foundation  of  an  action  of  devas- 
tavit^ which  cannot  now  be  brought,  being  barred  by  the 
Statute  of  Limitations,  and  I  am  boimd  to  follow  that 
analogy  and  to  hold  that  the  remedy  against  the  real  estate 
of  Lady  AfUrim  is  barred  by  lapse  of  time. 


1855. 


JwdgmaU, 


Dkclaee  that  not  only  the  personal  estate  of  Sir  Henri/  Vane,  the 
<M^ginal  obligor,  but  that  of  Sir  Henry  Vane  Tempest,  received  by 
^y  Antrim  as  bis  personal  representative,  was  liable  to  satisfy  the 
moneys  secared  by  and  remaining  unpaid  in  respect  of  the  bond. 

Inquire  what  is  due  for  principal  and  interest  on  the  bond. 

Take  an  account  of  the  personal  estate  of  Sir  Henn/  Vane  Temped 
received  by  Lady  Antrim,  and  declare  that  what  may  be  found  due 
^  Bodi  account  is  to  be  answered  by  the  Defendants,  Gregson  and 
^y  Lmtiia  Kerr,  as  personal  representatives  of  Lady  Antrim  and 
^^mndL,  her  late  husband ;  and,  if  they  do  not  admit  assets,  then 
^e  an  account  of  the  real  estate  of  McDonnell. 

Inquire  whether  any  personal  estate  of  Sir  Henry  Vane  has  been 
fweived  by  McDonnell  in  specie,  and  what  has  become  thereo£ 

^^iss  the  bill  against  the  persons  entitled  to  the  real  estate  of 


Minnie  of 
Decree. 


^OLII. 


K.  J. 
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Nov,  23r(;.  AUBIN  V.  HOLT. 

Solicitot^a  ±  HE  PlaintiflF,  George  Douglas  Aubin,  and  the  Defend- 

R^iHngPart'  ant,  Henry  Frederic  HoU,  being  in  partnership  together 

Ipirm^PMU  ^  Solicitors,  on  the  1st  of  September,  1848,  entered  into 

Policy—  the  following  agreement: 

Agreemtnt  to 
grcmi  Annuity 

^«d^o2»  "  ^^  ^^  hereby  declare  and  agree  our  mutual  positions  to 

be  as  follows:  First.  That  all  partnership  accounts  between 

An  agreement 

between  two  US  up  to  the  29th  of  July,  184j6,  have  been  duly  closed  and 

S^^5  se^^led-     Secondly.  That  since  the  29th  of  July,  1846,  the 

*^sethei^  that  capital  invested  by  the  said  George  Douglas  Avhin  in  our 

should  con-  copartnership  business  has  become  and  still  is  the  sole  pro- 

oiQtheb^^  perty  of  the  said  Henry  Frederic  HoU,     Thirdly.  That 

thdrlofnT  ^^^  *®  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^  •^^y*  ^^^6'  ^"^^  ^^  ^^'^'n/  Frederic 

names,  and  HoU  has  been  and  still  is  entitled  to  the  whole  profits  of 
should  be  en-  .  . 

titled  to  aU  the  the  business  carried  on  by  him  under  the  style  of  ^  HoU 

o^^andshoSd  ^^^  AvMn.'  That  in  consideration  of  this  arrangement, 
grant  to  the      ^he  sa,id  Henry  Frederic  Holt  shall,  firom  the  first  day  of 

other  partner  "^  ,  •' 

an  annuity  of  October  next,  grant  unto  the  said  George  Douglas  Aubin 
the  iife  of  hw  a  clear  annuity  of  SOOl.  during  the  life  of  his  mother  Mrs. 
the^evenrof^  Elizabeth  Aubin,  he  the  said  George  Douglas  Aubin  pay- 
his  dying  in      inor  thereout  all  interest  now  or  hereafter  to  become  due  bv 

the  lifetime  of  ,  .  ^,      ^_      _  _  .  .  ^  „  '^^ 

his  mother,       him  to  Mr.  ClaphaTTi  or  his  assigns.     That  all  arrears  of 

to  his  \^dow     *^®  annuity  of  150i.  agreed  to  be  paid  to  the  said  George 

looTd^*^  °^    Dcmgriod  Aubin  by  the  said  Henry  Frederic  HoU,  accord- 

the  remainder 

of  his  mother's  life,  and  should  indenmify  him  against  all  liability  in  respect  of  his  name  being 
used,  and  that  the  partnership  should  cease  on  the  death  of  the  mother  of  the  retiring  partner: 
— Held  not  to  be  void  as  against  public  policy,  but  to  be  a  valid  and  binding  agreement. 

HM,  also,  that  the  agreement  must  be  considered  to  mean,  that  an  annuity  was  to  be 
granted  by  deed,  and  that  the  retiring  partner  was  entitled  to  enforce  specific 'performance 
of  such  agreement. 

Hdd,  further,  that,  as  incidental  to  such  relief,  the  Court  would  decree  an  account  and 
payment  of  the  arrears  of  the  annuity,  and  would  not  direct  the  deed  to  be  ante-dated,  so  as 
to  coyer  them,  and  leiaye  the  phvintiff  to  recover  at  law  upon  the  deed. 

SembU,  that  the  Plaintiff  ought  strictlv  to  have  tendered  a  deed  for  execution  before  filing 
the  bill ;  but,  as  it  was  proved  that  he  had  made  a  formal  demand  for  the  arrears, — HM^ 
that  he  was  entitled  to  his  costs. 
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ing  to  the  agreement  of  the  29th  of  July,  1 846,  have  been 
fallj  paid  and  satisfied.     That  in  the  event  of  the  decease 
of  the  said  George  Douglas  Avbin  in  the  lifetime  of  his 
mother  the  said  MizaheOi  Aubin,  the  said  Henry  Frederic 
HoU  shall  pay  to  any  widow  the  said  Oeorge  Douglas 
AtiMn  may  leave  him  surviving  an  annuity  of  lOOZ.  per 
annum  during  the  life  of  the  said  Mra.  Elizabeth  Aubin, 
oxx  whose  decease  the  said  annuities  to  cease  altogether. 
rhat,  in  the  event  of  the  decease  of  the  said  Henry  Frederic 
Halt  in  the  lifetime  of  the  said  Mrs.  Elizabeth  Aubin,  the 
said  Oeorge  Douglas  Avhim,  shall  be  entitled  to  receive  the 
Sinn  of  500Z.  in  principal  money  out  of  the  estate  or  pro- 
perty of  the  said  Henry  Frederic  HoU,  and  to  the  entire 
p«x)fit8  of  the  business  of  the  said  *  Holt  and  Aubvn'  from 
tlk^  day  of  the  decease  of  the  said  Henry  Frederic  HoU. 
riaat  the  said  Henry  Frederic  HoU  shall  be  permitted  to 
c^^i^  on  his  business  in  the  name  and  imder  the  style  of 
*  -BdU  and  Avhin,'  he  indemnifying  and  guaranteeing  the 
^^d  Oeorge  Douglas  Avhin  from  all  liability  in  respect  of 
*^^  name  being  used  as  aforesaid.     That  at  the  decease  of 
*li6  said  Elizabeth  Avhin,  the  partnership  between  us  to 
^^■^^  and  determine." 

HdU  thereupon  continued  for  some  time  to  carry  on  his 

^^isiness  of  solicitor  and  attorney  under  the  name  and  style 

^*'  **  HdU  and  Avhm!'    The  annuity  fell  into  arrear,  and 

^^  the  17th  of  June,  1854,  the  PkintiflTs  solicitors  wrote  to 

^^^  Defendant,  requesting  payment  of  the  arrears  of  the  an- 

^ty,  and  execution  of  a  proper  deed,  within  fourteen  days 

^^tn  that  time ;  and  intimating  that  if  such  request  were  not 

^^tiiplied  with,  they  were  instructed  to  proceed  to  enforce  it 

Tie  Plaintiff  did  not  tender  any  deed  to  be  executed. 

The  bill  prayed  that  the  Defendant  might  be  ordered  by 
^^ied  or  otherwise  to  effectually  grant  and  secure  to  the 
^launtiff  an  annuity  of  300?.,  according  to  the  terms  of  the 

F  2 
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said  agreement;  and  also  to  duly  and  effectually  indemnify 
and  guarantee  the  Plaintiflf  from  all  liability  in  respect  of 
such  use  of  his  name  as  aforesaid,  and  any  further  use 
thereof,  and  otherwise  specifically  to  perform  the  said  agree- 
ment on  His  part  (the  Plaintiff  oflFering  to  perform  it  on  his 
part),  and  for  an  account  and  payment  of  what  was  due  to 
the  Plaintiff  from  the  Defendant  in  respect  of  the  said  an- 
nuity or  otherwise  imder  the  said  agreement 


Argument.         Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Roberts  for  the  Plaintiff 

This  agreement  is  not  in  itself  a  grant  of  an  annuity.  No 
action  at  law  would  lie  upon  it,  for  an  annuity  cannot  be 
granted  inter  vivos  without  deed:  Re  Locke  {a).  The 
annuity,  being  for  life,  is  of  the  nature  of  a  freehold,  and 
therefore  can  only  be  granted  by  deed. 

Mr.  Willcock,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  H,  Prendergast  for  the 
Defendant 


The  agreement  amounts  to  a  grants  and  the  proper 
remedy  is  by  an  action  at  law,  and  there  is  therefore  no 
remedy  in  this  Court :  Bensley  v.  Burdon  (6). 

But  if  not,  this  is  not  such  an  agreement  as  this  Court 
will  decree  to  be  specifically  performed;  for  it  is  illegal,  be- 
cause it  contemplates  the  retirement  of  the  Plaintiff  fix)m 
the  partnership,  leaving  his  name  in  it  as  an  inducement  to 
people  to  deal  with  the  Defendant :  Bunn  v.  Ouy  (c), 
Ccmdler  v.  Candler  (d),  Thombury  v.  BeviM  (e). 

Then  there  is  no  claim  for  an  account;  for  the  items  of 


(a)  2  Dowl.  &  Ry.  603. 

(b)  2  S.  &  S.  619. 

(c)  4  East,  190;  1  Smith  1. 


(d)  Jac  226. 

(e)  1  Y.  &  C.  C.  C.  654. 
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account  are  all  on  one  side,  and  there  are  no  mutual  liabi- 
lities: Foley  V.  HiU(a). 
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Holt. 


The  Plaintiff  before  suing  ought  to  have  tendered  a  deed         

to  be  executed,  which  he  has  not  dona  '^'^ 


Vic&Ohancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  :— 

The  last  point,  as  to  the  tender  of  a  deed,  only  affects  the 
question  of  costs. 


JutUj^meiU, 


The  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  have  this  agreement  per- 
formed, for  the  agreement  itself  is  in  terms  to  grant  an 
«muity,  and  is  not  such  an  instrument  as  he  is  entitled  to 
We  to  secure  the  annuity.  For  this  purpose  the  Plaintiff 
ifl  entitled  to  have  a  deed,  and  ought  not  to  be  left  to  his 
remedy  at  law  upon  this  agreement,  which  may  well  be 
taken  not  to  be  an  agreement  to  pay  the  annuity. 

With  respect  to  the  objection  on  the  ground  of  public 
policy,  the  first  observation  on  Lord  Eldon'a  judgment  in 
Candler  v.  Candler  (6)  is,  that  it  is  in  favoiur  of  this  claim 
in  one  respect  He  says  that  he  had  doubted  the  legality 
of  similar  arrangements,  but  was  happy  to  find  the  Court 
of  Kmg's  Bench  to  be  of  a  different  opinion  in  Bunn  v. 
Giiy(c),  though  he  never  could  entirely  reconcile  himself  to 
their  doctrine ;  and  that  it  was  one  of  the  commonest  things 
in  the  world,  as  I  believe  it  is  to  this  day,  for  a  solicitor  to 
retire  from  a  firm  leaving  his  name  in  it  The  case  of 
Thornbury  v.  Bei/iU  (d)  was  of  a  different  character.  There 
a  person,  who  had  never  been  in  the  firm  before,  was 
brought  in  upon  the  retirement  of  one  of  the  partners,  under 
the  name  of  the  retiring  partner ;  and  being  entirely  a 


(a)  1  Ph.  399. 
{b)  Jac.  226. 


(c)  4  East,  190. 

(d)  1  Y.&C.  C.C.654. 
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X355,  stranger  in  the  business,  he  was  allowed  to  use  the  name  of 
an  experienced  person  to  launch  him  in  the  world,  never 
having  had  any  connexion  with  such  person  previously. 
That  is  a  very  di£ferent  transaction  from  one  partner  in  a 
Judgmeni.  g^^^^  retiring,  and  the  name  of  the  firm  remaining  un- 
changed. 

The  agreement  must  be  legal  or  illegal,  and  it  is  not 
within  the  discretion  of  the  Court  to  refuse  specific  perform- 
ance, because  an  agreement  savoiurs  of  illegality.  It  must 
be  shewn  to  be  illegal 

As  to  the  account,  the  PlaintifiF  has  a  right  to  have  it 
taken  as  incidental  to  the  other  relief;  and  this  Court  is  not 
bound,  instead  of  taking  the  accoimt,  to  direct  the  deed 
to  be  ante-dated  so  as  to  include  the  arrears  of  the 
annuity. 

With  respect  to  the  efiect  of  the  omission  to  tender 
a  deed  for  execution  upon  the  costs,  I  must  hear  the 
reply. 


Mr.  Rolt,  Q.  C,  in  reply  upon  this  point. 
Vice-Chancellor  : — 

Upon  this  point  of  the  tender  I  should  have  thought 
that  the  Plaintifi",  by  omitting  to  make  it,  had  forfeited  his 
right  to  costs;  but  before  instituting  this  suit  he  asked  the 
Defendant  also  to  pay  the  annuity;  and  it  was  his  duty  to 
take  some  step  to  do  this,  and  his  failing  to  do  this  has 
made  this  suit  necessary.  On  that  ground  only  I  think 
the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  costs. 


Minuu  of         Take  an  account  of  the  arrears.    Decree  payment,  and  the  execa- 
Decree,        tion  of  a  proper  deed,  to  be  settled  in  Chambers  if  the  parties  differ. 
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1855. 

SIMPSON  V.  MORLEY.  Dec,4thi^6th, 


N  the  4th  day  of  August,  184f8,  Oeorge  Bhika  recovered  2  <fc  8  Vict,  e, 

judgment  in  an  action  in  the  Queen's  Bench  against  ^run-  ^Rigju 

cia  MorUy,  for  738?.  Ida,,  besides  his  costs  of  suit,  which  TJ'^a^^^ 

were  taxed  at  the  sum  of  37i.  3«.,  and  such  judgment  was  R^^ration, 

duly  entered  up.  The  proviaioii 

of  the  2  &  8 
Vict.  c.  11,  8. 

On  the  5th  of  August,  1848,  John  Clayton,  Mathew  ^;,^\^ 
OlayUm,  WiUiara  Dunn,  and  John  Bailey  Langhorne,  sh^,  after  the 

i-T  •  •        '        t       X  j-1^1     expiration  of 

i^ecovered  judgment  m  an  action  m  the  Queens  Bench  five  yean  from 

against  the  same  Francis  Morley,  which  was  afterwards  thereofXe 

duly  entered  up  for  the  sum  of  252?.  la.  5d,  and  costs  of  ^^]  *°^  ^^j^ 
,  '^  agamBt  lands, 

siut,  together  with  interest  from  the  day  of  entering  up  tenements, 
oi,^x>  •    1  X  and  other  he- 

8Uch  judgment  reditaments 

as  to  creditors, 
unless  re-regis- 

On  the  5th  of  August,  1848,  these  two  judgments  were  ^^^ed  within 
registered  in  the  Common  Pleas,   and  on  the  12th  of  the  before  the 
same  month  they  were  also  registered  in  the  county  of  "jlditors  ac- 
^ork,  where  the  judgment  debtor  had  some  property.  crued,  refers 

ditors  who 

fmncia  Morley  died  on  the  3rd  of  August,  1854,  intes-  right  or  inter- 
^te,  and  letters  of  administration  of  his  estate  were  granted  ^^^  J^^^^ 

^  the  Defendant.  ments,  orhere- 

ditaments,  as, 
for  example, 

At  the  time  of  his  death  he  was  possessed  of  leasehold  ^^/[o^®  5^  * 
property  in  Yorkshire.  cree>  ^^irect- 

ing  a  sale  of 
such  property. 

On  the  23rd  of  November,  1854,  the  two  judgments      Creditors  of 
^^re  re-registered  at  the  Common  Pleas.  debtor  have 

not,  on  his 
^^.  death,  a  right 

^***i«t  his  leasehold  property,  in  the  hands  of  his  executor  or  administrator,  within  the 
^***Ung  of  this  Act. — Qwgre,  if  they  have,  even  after  a  creditors*  decree,  any  such  right  in 
kJ?  specific  chattels  of  the  deceased  debtor,  unless  the  decree  directs  them  to  be  sold  for  the 
^^^t  of  the  creditors. 

''^  rt  PtrHn,  2  Dru.  &  War.  147,  distinguished. 
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On  the  30th  of  November,  1854,  a  creditors'  suit  was  in- 
stituted to  administer  the  estate  of  Francia  JUorley,  and 
on  the  2nd  of  December,  1854!,  the  usual  creditors'  decree 
was  made  in  that  suit. 

On  the  25th  of  January,  1855,  the  Plaintiff,  imder  a 
power  of  attorney  for  that  purpose  given  him  by  the  said 
judgment  creditors,  filed  the  bill  in  this  suit,  against  the 
administratrix  of  Francis  Morley,  to  realise  the  judgment 
debts  by  sale  of  the  said  leasehold  property. 


Afyumetu.  Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  /.  if.  Palmer,  for  the  Plaintiffs. 
—The  statutes  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  ss.  13  and  19,  and  2  &  3 
Vict.  c.  11,  s.  4,  are  the  enactments  specially  relating  to 
this  question.  The  creditors  mentioned  in  s.  4  of  the  lat- 
ter Act  must  mean  creditors  upon  the  real  estate,  not  cre- 
ditors only  of'the  owner  of  it  Neither  a  simple  contract 
nor  a  specialty  creditor  has  any  lien  or  charge  of  any  kind 
upon  the  estate  until  he  obtains  a  decree  or  judgment  In 
Nugent  v.  Oifford  (a),  the  executor  had  assigned  a  mort- 
gage for  a  term  of  years,  belonging  to  the  testator's  estate, 
in  satisfaction  of  a  debt  of  his  own,  and  Lord  Hardwicke 
says,  "  The  question  is,  if  the  two  daughters,  who  are 
allowed  to  be  creditors,  are  entitled  to  follow  this  mortgage 
term  (in  the  hands  of  the  Plaintiff  as  assignee  of  it)  as  spe- 
cific assets.  I  am  of  opinion  they  are  not;  but  that  the 
Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  such  assignment  by 
the  executor.  At  law  the  executor  has  power  to  dispose  of 
and  alien  the  assets  of  the  testator ;  and  when  they  are 
aliened  no  creditor  by  law  can  follow  them — ^for  the  de- 
mand of  a  creditor  is  only  a  personal  demand  against  the 
executor  in  respect  of  the  assets  come  to  his  hands,  but  no 
lien  on  the  assets." 

In  Beavan  v.  Lord  Oxford  (6),  recently  decided  in  the 


(a)  1  Atk.  463.  De     Gex, 

(6)  To  be  reported  by  Messrs.      Grordon. 


M'Naghten,     and 
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Court  of  Appeal,  -4.,  a  judgment  creditor,  had  regis- 
tered, and  then  J5.,  another  judgment  creditor,  registered 
withm  five  years  after  the  registry  hy  A.:  then  five  years 
since il/«  r^istry  expired,  and  after  an  interval,  A.  re-r^is- 
tered;  and  then  there  arose  a  contest  as  to  priority  between 
i.  and  B,;  and  the  Court  decided,  that  as  against  B,  the 
effect  of -4. '«  first  registration  was  never  lost,  and  that  A. 
had  priority  over  B. 

Then  in  this  case  the  Plaintiff's  judgments  were  also  re- 
gistered in  Yorkshire,  and  that  gives  him  priority  inde- 
pendently of  the  registry  at  the  Common  Fleaa  It  was 
decided  by  Lord  Cranworth,  in  Johnson  v.  Holdsworth  (a), 
that  registry  of  a  judgment  at  the  Common  Pleas  did  not 
compensate  for  want  of  registry  in  Yorkshire,  so  that  a  cre- 
ditor by  a  judgment  registered  both  in  Yorkshire  and 
London  filing  a  bill  to  redeem  a  prior  mortgagee  and  fore- 
close the  mortgage,  need  not  make  parties  persons  who  had 
subsequent  judgments  registered  in  London  but  not  in  York- 
slim.  [Vicb-Chancellor — It  is  impossible  to  say  that 
a  judgment  registered  in  Yorkshire  is  excepted  from  the 
operation  of  the  Acts  for  the  registration  of  judgments. 
They  require  every  judgment  to  be  registered,  and  to  be 
i^registered  within  five  years.] 

Mr.  James,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Cairns,  for  the  Defendant. — 
The  creditors  mentioned  in  the  stat  2  &  3  Vict  c.  11,  are 
^^tors  of  the  person,  and  not  necessarily  creditors  having 
a  charge  on  the  land.  In  re  Perrin  (b)  decided  that  the 
^ord  creditors,  in  a  similar  provision  of  the  3  &  4  Vict.  c. 
105,  included  simple  contract  creditors,  for  the  purpose  of 
saving  to  them  a  right  which  they  had  by  6  Will  4,  c.  14, 
&  126,  to  come  in  pari  passu,  under  a  commission  of  bank- 
ruptcy, with  a  judgment  creditor  whose  judgment  had  been 
obtained  by  confession. 
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(a)  1  Sim.  N.  S.  106. 


(6)  2  Dm.  &  War.  147. 
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'  1865. 


Dectth. 
Judgment, 


Mr.  RoU,  Q.  a,  in  reply. 
Judgment  was  reserved. 


Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood: — 

I  delayed  giving  judgment  in  this  case  because  I  wished 
to  consider  the  decision  of  Lord  St  Leonards  in  the  case 
which  was  cited.  In  re  Perrin(a),  I  think  that  case 
raises  no  valid  objection  to  the  construction  contended  for 
by  the  Plaintiflf  in  this  suit.  Independently  of  that  case,  I 
entertained  no  doubt  upon  the  construction  of  the  stat  2  & 
3  Vict  c.  11.  That  statute  directs  that  all  judgments  re- 
gistered pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  1  &  2  Vict  c 
110  shall,  after  the  expiration  of  five  years  from  the  former 
registration,  "  be  null  and  void  against  lands,  tenements, 
and  other  hereditaments,  as  to  purchasers,  mortgagees,  or 
creditors." 

From  that  part  of  the  statute  it  is  clear,  that  an  imregis- 
tered  judgment  is  not  to  be  void  altogether,  either  against 
creditors  or  any  one  else.  In  an  administration  in  this 
Court,  for  example,  such  a  judgment  creditor  would  have 
priority  over  creditors  otherwise  than  by  judgment.  It  is 
only  as  against  the  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  of 
the  judgment  debtor,  that  the  operation  of  the  judgment  is 
thus  limited;  and  if  it  rested  there,  the  necessary  inference 
would  be,  that  the  creditors  intended  by  that  Act  must  be 
creditors  who  have  an  interest  in  the  land.  The  meaning 
must  be,  that  the  judgment  is  not  to  be  void  altogether  if 
not  registered,  but  only  in  a  conflict  between  the  judgment 
creditor  and  other  creditors  having  an  interest  in  the  land. 

But  the  further  provisions  of  the  Act  make  the  con- 
struction plain.  It  continues,  "unless  a  like  memorandum 
or  minute  as  was  required  in  the  first  instance  is  again 


(a)  2  Dm.  &  War.  147. 
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left  with  the  Senior  Master  of  the  said  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  within  five  years  before  the  execution  of  the  convey- 
ance, settlement,  mortgage,  lease,  or  other  deed  or  instru- 
ment vesting  or  transferring  the  legal  or  equitable  right, 
title,  estate,  or  interest  in  or  to  any  such  purchaser  or  mort- 
gagee for  valuable  consideration,  or  as  to  creditors  within 
five  years  before  the  right  of  such  creditors  accrued,  and  so 
totiesquoties  at  the  expiration  of  every  succeeding  five  years.'' 
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1  think  that  the  meaning  of  this  is  so  clear,  that  no 
other  construction  is  possible.  The  Act  does  not  say  five 
years  before  the  creditor  became  such,  but  before  his  **  right 
accnied;"  and  it  is  obvious  what  that  right  must  mean, 
from  the  previous  words  of  the  statute,  which  refer,  in  the 
case  of  purchasers  and  mortgagees,  to  the  execution  of  the 
deed  or  instrument  vesting  in  them  their  respective  in- 
teresta  When  the  Act  referred  to  creditors,  it  could  notspeak 
of  a  deed  alone  as  giving  them  their  rights,  because  such 
rights  might  attach  under  a  bankruptcy  or  by  a  decree  in 
Uiis  Court ;  but  it  must  mean  a  right  to  the  lands,  and  then 
the  judgment  must  be  registered  within  five  years  before 
such  right  accrued,  in  order  to  give  it  priority  over  such 
right  I  agree  with  the  argument,  that  the  construction  of 
the  word  "  right*'  is,  the  right  of  the  creditor  to  dispute 
^e  right  of  the  judgment  creditor;  but  the  right  intended 
isaright  to  theland. 


Then  when  does  a  creditor  acquire  a  right  against  lease- 
Wd  property,  which  is  the  property  sought  to  be  affected 
^  this  case?  Of  course,  during  the  life  of  the  owner  there 
IS  no  question.  After  his  death  the  creditor's  right  is 
simply  this:  he  has  no  specific  right  against  the  leasehold  or 
against  any  other  chattel  of  the  deceased  debtor  of  which  his 
executor  may  have  taken  possession.  He  has  a  right  to 
sue  the  executor  and  to  obtain  a  decree  against  him;  and  I 
should  have  considerable  doubt,  and  I  do  not  now  deter- 
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1866.  DQine  the  point,  whether,  upon  a  common  decree  for  an  ac- 
count, any  right  would  attach  upon  the  leaseholds  or  upon 
any  specific  chattel,  unless  the  decree  also  directed  a  sale  of 
such  leaseholds  or  chattel.  Before  bill  filed  or  before  de- 
Judgment,  ^^qq^  jj^  j^j^  j^q  more  right  to  leaseholds  than  to  any  other 
chattel — ^in  other  words,  he  had  no  right  at  atL  He  had 
only  a  right  to  see  that  the  executor  got  in  all  the  property, 
and  applied  it  in  payment  of  the  debts.  Suppose  the  exe- 
cutor had  sold  the  leaseholds  in  order  to  pay  the  debts,  an 
unregistered  judgment  is  not  void,  but  the  judgment  cre- 
ditor could  come  in  in  priority  to  simple  contract  creditors 
in  the  administration  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale.  It  was 
argued  that  an  executor  is  a  trustee  in  this  Court,  and  if 
he  improperly  aliens  the  assets,  this  Court,  at  the  suit  of 
a  creditor,  will  follow  them  into  the  hands  of  the  assign, 
and  will  allow  the  creditor  to  fasten  upon  them.  That 
would  apply  to  any  chattel,  but  it  does  not  shew  that  a 
creditor  has  any  lien  upon  specific  parts  of  the  assets.  If 
he  can  shew  that  the  executor  has  sold  plate,  for  instance^ 
to  pay  a  debt  of  his  own  to  a  person  who  was  aware  of  the 
fraud,  the  creditor  may  follow  it. 

I  am  bound  to  hold,  that  the  statute  2  &  3  Yict  c.  11, 
does  not  admit  of  any  other  construction  than  that  a  judg- 
ment is  null  and  void  against  the  lands  of  the  debtor  in 
respect  of  any  creditor  who  can  assert  a  right  against  those 
lands,  unless  registered  within  five  years  before  such  right 
accrued.  Here  the  judgment  waa  re-registered  within  five 
years  before  the  bill  in  the  creditors'  suit  was  filed. 

In  re  Perrin  (a)  was  a  very  difierent  case.  It  was  a 
question  of  construction  of  a  statute  upon  words  which 
seem  so  plain  that  I  am  not  surprised  that  Lord  St.  Leo- 
nards said  he  had  no  doubt  upon  the  point,  and  only  re- 

(a)  2  Dm.  &  War.  147. 
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served  his  judgment  as  to  how  far  the  previous  statute, 
£  Will.  4i,  c  14,  had  affected  the  question.     By  that  statute 
jLt  was  enacted,  that  a  judgment  creditor,  who  had  obtained 
^i  judgment  by  confession,  should  be  in  the  same  position 
in  bankruptcy  as  a  simple  contract  creditor.     There  was  an 
Irish  Act  which  included  in  one  clause  several  things  which 
^xe  more  distributed  in  the  corresponding  Act  relating  to 
-this  country,  and  gave  certain  rights  to  the  judgment  cre- 
clitor;  and  in  that  Act,  after  giving  a  judgment  the  effect 
of  a  charge  upon  land,  this  provision  occurs:    ''nor  shall 
such  charge  operate  to  give  the  judginent  creditor  any 
preference  in  case  of  the  bankruptcy  of  the  person  against 
^hom  such  judgment  shall  have  been  entered  up,  imless 
such  judgment  shall  have  been  entered  up  one  year  at 
least  before  the  bankruptcy:    provided  also,  that>  as  re- 
gs^rds  purchasers,  mortgagees,  or  creditors  who  shall  have 
b^oome  such  before  the  time  appointed  for  the  commence- 
Da^nt  of  this  Act^  such  judgment  shall  not  affect  lands, 
teriements,  or  hereditaments  otherwise  than  as  the  same 
W'oiild  have  been  affected  by  such  judgment  if  this  Act  had 
i^ot  been  passed;^'  and  the  very  case  had  arisen  of  creditors 
^>^^der  a  bankruptcy,  which  was  the  case  contemplated  by  the 
^^^^  part  of  the  clause  which  I  have  read     The  judgment 
^^^'"^tor  claimed  to  have  certain  rights  in  respect  of  a  bank- 
^^pt's  property,  and  tirged  that  the  simple  contract  creditors 
"^  no  right  to  oppose,  because  the  word  "  creditor  "  must 
^  taken  to  mean  persons  who  were  like  himself  in  the  posi- 
^on  of  judgment  creditors.  Lord  St  Leonards  said,  that  was 
^ot  80,  for  the  preceding  clause  dealt  with  the  case  of  cre- 
ators in  bankruptcy.     The  bankruptcy  was  a  statutory 
execution  for  the  benefit  of  all  the  creditors  by  simple  con- 
^'^  or  otherwise  equally,  including  judgments  registered 
^thin  a  year  before  the  bankruptcy  and  judgments  ob- 
t^ed  by  confession.    Any  claim  of  priority  by  such  judg- 
ment creditor  was  the  mischief  intended  to  be  prevented 
^e  Act  provided,  that  every  judgment  creditor  must  regis- 
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ter  his  judgment  within  a  year  before  the  bankruptcy;  and 

as  to  creditors  before  the  passing  of  the  Act,  judgments  were 

not  to  affect  lands  at  alL     That  statute  did  not  admit  of 

,  - —         any  other  constructioa 
JtMffment. 

In  like  manner,  I  come,  in  this  case,  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  Act  2  &  3  Vict  all,  providing  that  an  unregis- 
tered judgment  shall  be  void  against  lands  in  respect  of 
creditors,  can  only  mean  to  refer  to  creditors  having  an  in- 
terest in  the  lands.  It  provides  that  the  judgment  shall  be 
void  unless  the  judgment  creditor  re-register  it  within  five 
years  before  the  creditor's  right  accrued.  That  must  be 
the  right  of  the  creditor  in  that  thing  in  respect  of  which 
unless  the  re-registration  is  made  the  judgment  is  to  be 
void,  that  is  to  say,  "  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments.'' 
In  so  deciding,  I  construe  the  statute  in  the  mode  which 
the  preceding  words  render  necessary,  as  Lord  St  Leona/rda 
did,  in  regard  to  the  statute  which  he  had  to  consider  in 
the  case  I  have  referred  to. 


There  must  be  the  usual  decree  for  payment  or  a  sale. 
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THOMAS  V,  THOMAS. 

J  N  1814,   William  Tlwmaa,  the  father  of  the  Plaintiff,  infanfMEtiau 

intermarried  with  Dorothy  Williams,  and,  previously  to  ^uteof^Li- 

and  in  contemplation  of  such  marriage,  a  settlement  was  ^^^^^J^ 

made,  whereby  one  imdivided  fourth  part  of  certain  heredi-  Beuu—Mort- 

laments,  therem  firstly  and  secondly  described,  was  conveyed  Sgtau—In- 

by  the  said  Dorothy  Williams  unto  and  to  the  use  of  ^**^' 

XJojdand  Hoiodl,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  subject  to  one  ?^®^f^^®' 

fourth  part  of  an  annuity  of  30L  issuing  out  of  the  same  n^n  the 

premises,   and   of  a  mortgage  debt  of  400?.,  which  was  infentchil- 

charged  on  the  entirety  of  such  premises ;  upon  certain  trusts  ^^' ^*  ?[^ 

as  to  the  hereditaments  firstly  therein  described,  imder  that  he  en- 

■nv*    •  tttped  M  their 

which,  in  the  events  which  happened,  the  said  William,  guardian  and 

Thmnas  became  equitable  owner  in  fee  simple  of  such  one-  ^OTrfow  the 
fourth  of  those  hereditaments.   And  as  to  the  hereditaments  St^uteofLi- 

mitatioos  does 

secondly  therein  described,  in  trust  for  the  appointees  of  not  begin  to 

Dorothy   Williams,    notwithstanding    her  coverture,   by  the  children 

deed  or  will:  and  in  default  thereof  and  subject  thereto  Sftw^ty^ 

^  trust  for  the  said  Dorothy  WiUiama  for  life  for  her  one,  and  from 

*^  that  tune  at 

^parate  use ;  and  firom  and  after  her  death  in  trust  for  all  least  a  child 
and  every  the  child  and  children  of  the  said  Dorothy  WH-  y^'ll^tSa 
Ik-m  by  the  said  WUliam  Thomas  to  be  begotten,  and  "^^f"  ^l^ 

•^  o  »  recover  pooseo- 

^teir  respective  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  if  more  than  one,  «ion:—SembU, 

,  entry  by  a 

^  tenants  in  common,  and  if  but  one  for  that  one  child,  his  stranger 

or  her  heirs  and  assigns.  W  twS'ef- 

feet 

Wiliiam,  Thom/is  and  Dorothy  his  wife  by  indentures  of  ^tain  poase^' 

sion  after  the 
children  at- 
^  twenty-one,  such  possession  will  be  considered  to  be  continued  in  the  character  in  which 
^  entered,  so  that  an  account  will  be  directed,  not  from  the  filing  of  the  bill,  but  if  neoes- 
flvy  from  the  time  of  entry. 

In  an  adverse  suit,  in  the  nature  of  an  ejectment  suit,  against  a  person  in  no  fiduciaiy  re- 
lation to  the  Plaintiff  this  account  is  only  directed  fr^m  the  time  of  filing  the  bilL 

If  a  wife  concurs  with  her  husband  in  mortgaging  property  over  which  she  has  a  power, 
the  husband  is  primarily  liable,  unless  the  wife  received  Uie  money  for  her  separate  use ;  and 
the  Court  will  direct  an  inquiry  as  to  this  fact. 
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StatetMnt, 


lease  and  release  and  appointment,  dated  the  4th  and  5th 
days  of  May,  1815,  appointed  and  conveyed  all  the  settled 
hereditaments  and  premises  to  the  use  of  Richard  Richards^ 
his  heirs  and  assigns,  subject  to  one  fourth  part  of  the  said 
annuity  of  SOL,  and  likewise  to  one  fourth  part  of  the  said 
mortgage  debt  of  4iOOL,  and  also  subject  to  a  proviso  for  re- 
demption of  the  said  premises,  in  case  the  said  WiUiam 
Thomas  and  Dorothy  his  wife,  or  either  of  them,  their 
heirs,  executors,  or  administrators,  or  any  or  either  of  them, 
should  pay  to  the  said  Richard  Richards,  his  executors, 
administrators,  or  assigns,  the  sum  of  600?.,  with  interest  ou 
the  same  after  the  rate  of  5L  per  cent,  per  annum ;  and 
WiUiam  TTiomxis,  for  himself,  his  heirs,  executors,  and 
administrators,  covenanted  with  the  said  Richard  Rich- 
ardSy  his  executors  and  administrators,  for  payment  of  the 
said  mortgage  money  and  interest 

Dorothy  Thomas  died  on  the  25th  of  August,  1832, 
without  having  otherwise  exercised  her  power  of  appoint- 
ment; and  upon  her  death  her  settled  share  became  in 
equity  divisible  amongst  her  children  by  the  said  William 
ThomOfS,  who  were  then  living,  and  the  representatives  of 
those  who  had  died  in  her  lifetime,  in  equal  shares  as 
tenants  in  common  in  fee. 

Dorothy  Thomas  had  by  her  said  husband  eight  chil- 
dren bom  alive,  of  whom  the  Plaintiflf  was  one. 

At  the  time  of  his  mother's  death  all  the  children  were 
infants,  the  Plaintiff  being  seventeen  years  old,  and  he  at- 
tained the  age  of  twenty-one  years  on  the  21st  of  September, 
1836. 


William  Thom/is,  the  father  of  the  Plaintiff,  upon  the 
death  of  his  wife  entered  into  possession  of  the  said  one  un- 
divided fourth  part  of  the  said  settled  hereditaments,  and 
he  continued  in  such  possession  until  his  own  death,  which 
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occurred  on  the  25th  of  August,  1 852 ;  and  v/hile  in  such 
possession  he  kept  down  the  interest  of  the  said  6002.  ad- 
Tanced  by  Richard  Richards  on  mortgage ;  and  in  1818 
Ft2!iam  Thonuia  paid  1002.  towards  satisfaction  of  the 
mortgage  debt  of  4?00{.  in  the  marriage  settlement  men- 
tioned.   The  annuity  of  SOL  had  long  since  ceased. 
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The  bill  was  filed  against  the  executors  and  devisees  of 
the  real  estate  of  William  Thomas,  and  persons  claiming 
tmder  them,  and  against  the  other  children  of  WilUam 
Thomas  and  Dorothy  his  wife,  praying  for  a  declaration  of 
the  rights  of  the  parties,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  might  be 
let  into  possession  of  the  property,  and  that  the  6001.  and 
mterest  might  be  paid  out  of  the  assets  of  WiUiamfi  ThoTnaa 
in  exoneration  of  the  mortgaged  estate. 


Mr.  Dcmid,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  C.  HaU  for  the  Plaintiff.  Argumet^t, 

The  Statute  of  Limitations  has  not  barred  the  Plaintiffs 
<:laim,  for  the  possession  of  his  father  must  be  taken  to  have 
been  as  bailiff  for  the  Plaintiff  during  his  minority.  In 
Morgan  v.  MoTga/n{a)  Lord  Hardivicke  said,  "Where 
*ny  person,  whether  a  father  or  a  stranger,  enters  upon  the 
«tate  of  an  infant,  and  continues  the  possession,  this  Court 
^I  consider  such  person  entering  as  a  guardian  to  the 
ii^t,  and  will  decree  an  account  against  him,  and  will 
carry  on  such  account  after  the  infancy  is  determined ; " 
ttd  it  was  so  held  in  Blomfield  v.  Eyre  (6),  where  an  ao- 
<»unt  was  decreed  upon  a  bill  filed  by  the  person  whose 
wtate  had  been  so  held  after  he  came  of  age.  [The  Vice- 
Chancellor  referred  to  Boddy  v.  Lefevre  (c).]  Wyllie  v. 
Wice{d). 


(a)  1  Atk.  489. 
9)  8  Beav.  260, 

vol.il 


(c)  1  Hare,  602,  n. 

(d)  6  Hare,  506. 


K.  J. 
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1865.  The  Plaintiff  has  a  right  to  an  aooonnt  of  the  rents  and 

Thoicas       profits  at  least  from  the  death  of  his  father.    We  do  not 
Thomas       *^  ^^^  mora    Dormer  v.  Fortescue  (a),  Hides  v.  ScMiUQi). 

*^^'*'***^  *  The  guardianship  in  socage  would  cease  when  the  Plain- 
tiff attained  fourteen;  but  he  may  be  presimied  to  have 
subsequently  appointed  his  father  his  guardian  until  he 
should  attain  twenty-one,  which  may  be  done  by  paroL 

The  wife's  joining  in  the  mortgage  was  merely  as  surety 
for  her  husband,  and  therefore  his  estate  is  primarily  liable 
to  the  mortgage  debt  (c). 

Mr.  W.  M,  James,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Cairns,  for  Defendants 
in  the  same  interest 

Mr.  Bx)lty  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Renshxiw,  for  the  devisees  and 
executors  of  William  Thorrvas, 

The  right  of  the  Plaintiff  is  barred,  for  he  has  been  of  age 
more  than  ten  years:  3  &  4  Will  4,  c.  27,  s.  16.  His  right 
accrued  on  the  death  of  his  mother  in  1832.  The  Plaintifi 
must  prove  that  his  father  entered  upon  the  land  as 
bailiff,  which  is  a  question  of  £eu^,  not  a  presumptioin 
of  law. 

The  effect  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations  is,  that  when 
persons  have  had  possession  for  the  specified  period  <^ 
limitation,  they  may  claim  the  land  as  their  own,  and  any 
person  trying  to  dispossess  them  must  prove  all  the  £Ekcts 
upon  which  he  relies  for  that  purpose.  The  circumstance 
that  a  different  period  of  limitation  is  provided  for  ao 
in£euit)  namely  ten  years  from  attaining  his  majority,  shews 
that  the  entry  of  another  person  upon  his  lands  during  hie 
infiemcy  is  not  always  as  bailiff;  for  if  it  were,  the  infrnl 

(a)  3  Atk.  124, 134.  (c)  See  Hvdwfi  v.  Carmickad, 

(6)  3  De  G.,  M'N.  &  G.  801.         Kay,  613. 
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oagbt  to  have  twenty,  not  ten,  ye^wrs  after  attaining  ma- 
jorkf ,  before  his  right  should  be  barred  THie  trustees 
rfthe  settlement  ought  to  have  taken  possession.  Even  if 
the  fEttber  took  possession  lawfully  during  the  life  of  his 
wife,  his  continuing  in  possession  afterwards  was  adverse  : 
Doc  dem.  Pa/rker  v.  Gregory  {a\  Scott  v.  Nixon  (6). 
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The  account  of  rents  and  profits  should  only  be  taken 
from  the  filing  of  the  bill :  Ptdteney  v.  W(vrren  (c). 

The  reply  was  not  heard. 


Vicb-Chancellob  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  : — 

I  do  not  accede  to  the  argument^  that,  because  an  infant 
can  taieat  any  stranger  who  has  entered  upon  hJU9  land  as 
liis  bailiff,  for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  an  aoooimt  of  the 
wnt8  and  profits  received  by  such  stranger,  it  therefore 
foUowB,  that  the  infant  may  in  all  cases  treat  such  stranger 
as  a  bailiff  for  the  purpose  of  escaping^  from  the  effect  of 
the  Statute  of  Lunitations.  I  think  that  is  open  to  consi- 
derabk  argument,  especially  as  that  statute  provides  that 
^  years  only  shall  be  allowed  after  the  termination  of  the 
disability  of  in£Bincy  for  the  person  who  has  attained  ma- 
jority to  assert  his  rights,  a  provision  which,  it  has  been 
justly  observed,  must  be  rendered  altogether  nugatory,  if  it 
be  held  that  in  every  case  where  a  stranger  enters  upon  an 
m&nt's  estate  he  enters  as  bailiff;  because,  if  that  were  so, 
time  would  not  b^in  to  run  against  the  infant  until  he  at- 
tained twenty-ona 

But  ihere  is  another  principle  wtiich  affects  this  case, 
BttDely,  liiat  possession  is  never  considered  adverse  if  it  can 
be  referred  to  a  lawful  title.     An  important  authority  on 


(a)  S  Ad.  &  K  14. 


(6)  3  Dru.  &  War.  388. 
o  2 


(c)  6  Ves.  73. 


Judgmeni, 
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Judgment, 


this  point  is  Doe  dem.  MUner  v.  Brightwen  (a),  where  a 
party  who  had  taken  possession  of  copyholds  on  the  death 
of  his  wife,  by  an  adverse  title,  lived  more  than  twenty  years 
afterwards,  and  it  was  then  found  that  there  was  an  old 
custom  of  the  manor  by  which  he  had  a  right  to  curtesy, 
and  therefore  his  possession  was  referred  to  that  title  which 
was  consistent  with  the  title  of  the  other  party. 

In  this  case  a  &ther  who  had  several  children  entitled 
to  estates  on  the  death  of  his  wife,  all  the  children  being 
under  age  at  that  time,  entered  upon  the  estates.  I  am 
of  opinion,  that,  prim&  facie,  unless  there  were  strong  evi- 
dence to  the  contrary,  his  entrp  must  be  taken  to  be  on 
behalf  of  his  infant  children  and  as  their  natural  guardian — 
the  guardian  in  socage  of  the  Plaintiff  he  could  not  be,  for 
such  guardianship  terminates  when  the  child  attains  fourteen 
years  of  age ;  but  considering  the  right  of  the  father  as 
the  natural  guardian  of  the  infant  Plaintiff,  and  the  prac- 
tice of  this  Court  in  making  allowances  for  maintenance, 
he  having  entered  and  received  the  rents  and  profits,  and 
there  being  no  evidence  of  his  not  having  discharged  the 
obligation  imposed  upon  him  of  maintaining  his  children, 
remembering  the  fact  that  they  were  all  imder  his  own 
charge  and  were  in&nts,  I  think  that  I  must  reasonably 
infer  that  the  entry  was  an  entry  on  their  behalf  and  as 
their  guardian,  and  was  totally  different  from  the  case  of  a 
mere  stranger  entering  upon  property  under  similar  cir- 
cumstances. 

Then  it  is  said,  that,  though  the  entry  might  have  been 
lawful  in  its  inception,  the  retention  of  the  property  after 
the  children  attained  twenty-one  barred  their  right  under 
the  Statute  of  Limitations ;  but  I  think  the  better  and 
sounder  view  here  is,  that,  if  this  gentleman  entered  as 
guardian,  this  Court  would  never  allow  him  to  set  up  any 
other  title  to  the  estate.     However,  if  it  were  set  up,  he 


(a)  10  East,  583. 
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would  be  in  a  different  position  as  to  the  statute  from  a      sj^^ 

stranger  who  had  so  entered.     Then,  assuming  that  he 

ceased  to  continue  in  the  position  which  up  to  that  time 

he  had  held  as  a  father  receiving  the  rents  for  his  children,      j^^^^ii^ 

sUll  the  rights  of  the  children  would  accrue  for  the  first 

time  when  they  respectively  attained  twenty-one,  and  each 

would  have  twenty  years  from  such  time  to  assert  his 

lights,  and  therefore  the  statute  has  not  barred  such  rights. 

I  am  fisu:  from  being  unwilling  to  uphold  to  the  fullest 

extent  the  Statute  of  Limitations — ^not  only  because  it  is 

part  of  the  law  of  the  land,  but  because  stale  claims  ought  to 

be  discouraged  ;  but  I  think  that  when  the  statute  is  set  up 

^  a  defence,  and  such  defence  faih,  that  is  of  all  others  a 

case  for  costa     I  reserve  for  the  present  the  consideration 

^  the  period  from  which  the  account  of  rents  should  be 

takra. 

^ith  respect  to  the  mortgage  for  600J. ;  in  Clinton  v. 
B'€H)per(d)f  Lord  Tkv/rlow  carefully  considered  the  ques- 
tion as  to  the  liability  of  the  wife's  estate;  and  he  there 
intiinates  that  it  depends  entirely  upon  the  proof  whether 
the  wife  or  the  husband  received  the  mortgage  money. 
There  must^  therefore,  be  an  inquiry  to  whom  and  for  whose 
^^se  tihe  6002.  raised  by  that  mortgage  was  paid  and  ap- 
plied. 


VicKIhancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood:—  Bee.  7th. 

I  have  considered  the  question  as  to  the  time  from 
^luch  the  account  of  rents  should  be  directed  to  be  taken. 
^6  role  ij9  as  I  had  supposed  In  an  adverse  suit,  in  the 
J^ure  of  an  ejectment  suit,  the  account  is  directed  only 
^  the  filing  of  the  bill.  In  a  suit  against  a  person  af- 
fected with  a  fiduciary  character,  the  account  is  taken 
Either  from  the  original  period,  or,  if  the  Court  thinks  fit, 

(a)  1  Ves.  juiL  17a 
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on  account  of  laches,  for  six  years  only  previous  to  the  filing 
of  the  bilL  This  renders  it  necessary  for  me  to  give  my 
opinion  as  to  the  character  in  which  the  possession  of  this 
property  has  been  held;  and  I  think  the  soimder  view  ia^ 
that  the  father  was  in  possession  until  his  death  as  guardian 
of  his  children,  and  therefore  the  account  must  be  taken 
from  his  death.  It  is  only  a  question  of  two  years;  but  as 
I  am  obliged  to  decide  ity  I  must  direct  the  account  to  be 
taken  from  the  death  of  the  father. 


^<^y  28<*,  ROOPER  V,  HARRISON. 

29t^,<fc30^A; 

JwM%\fA{fl\  gy  indentures,  dated  1712,  a  term  of  600  years  in  the 

Mwrtgoot — 

Priority— No-  msbUOT  ot  Stoke  D'AbemoTh,  to  which  the  advowson  of  the 
i^^^^^  parish  church  of  Stoke  D*Abemon  was  appendant,  was 
Estat&—Ta-      created,  and  vested  in  Cranmer  and  OaviUe. 

fragio. 

First  mortgage  to  IF.,  with  power  of  sale,  and  declaration  of  trust  of  residue  of  moneys  arisiQg^ 
from  the  sale,  for  the  persons  entitled  to  the  equity  of  redemption.  Second  mortgage  to  Ji. 
Third  mortgage,  without  notice  of  the  second,  to  If.,  who  was  W,'s  solicitor,  and  as  sueh 
had  possession  of  the  deeds.  Afterwards,  other  inoumbranoes.  Then  TF.  died,  having 
devised  mortgage  and  trust  estates  to  S.,  and  appointed  him  and  another  executors,  a. 
sold  under  the  power,  and  conveyed  the  mortoaged  estate,  paid  off  W.'s  mortgage  out  of  the 
purchase-money,  and  retained  the  balance.  Subsequently /T.,  for  the  first  time,  had  notice 
of  JCs  mortgage : — EM, 

Firii,  that  R,*8  omission  to  give  notice  did  not  give  priority  either  to  J7.  or  to  a  subsequent 
incumbrancer,  who  gave  notice  before  B.;  the  estate,  though  subsequently  converted, 
being  real  estate  when  the  securities  were  executed;  and  to  i«al  estate  the  rule,  as  to  no- 
tice giving  priority,  does  not  apply. 

Secondly,  that  since  J2.  was  not  bound  to  give  notice,  his  motives  fbr  abstaining  from 
giving  notice  were,  in  the  absence  of  fraud,  immaterial;  the  rule  being,  that  an  equitable 
incumbrancer  on  real  estate  is  not  postponed  by  any  absence  of  activity  in  nnwnrting  his 
rights,  except  such  as  amounts  to  participating  in  fraud,  or  to  constructive  fraud. 

Thirdly,  that  if  before  the  sale  H,  had  the  legal  estate  in  the  premises  (and,  as  to  party 
Btmhle,  that  he  had),  still,  having  since  parted  with  it,  his  opportunity  of  using  it  as  a  tiUrala 
in  naufragio,  to  protect  his  own  chai^,  was  gone;  and  that  H.,  having,  as  devisee  of  W,,  paid 
off  W*i  mortgage,  held  the  surplus  upon  trust  for  the  persons  entiUed  to  the  equity  or  re^ 
demption ;  and  though  he  might,  before  notice  otR.*8  mortgage,  have  paid  the  surplus  to  other 
subsequent  incumbrancers,  he  could  not  be  heard  to  say,  he  had  appropriated  it  to  hiinael^ 


(a)  The  report  of  this  case  has 
been  delayed,  in  eonseqaence  of 
the  Editor's  being  unable  to  pro- 


cure the  requisite  papers  at  an 
earlier  period. 
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In  1741,  a  tenn  of  600  years  in  the  same  manor  and 
advowson  was  created,  and  vested  in  WUUs  and  Bowlmg, 
for  securing  a  jointure  rentcharge  for  Elizabeth  the  first 
wife  of  Frcmda  Vincent,  and  portions  for  their  younger 
children. 

Elizabeth  Vi/ncent  died  without  issue  in  1743;  and  in 
1745  a  term  of  500  years  in  the  manor  and  advowson  was 
created  and  vested  in  the  Earl  of  Effingham  and  Willis, 
upon  trust  for  raising  6000{.  portions  for  daughters  and 
younger  sons  of  the  marriage  then  intended  between  Fran- 
cis Vincent  and  Mary  Howard,  spinster,  with  a  proviso  for 
cesser  of  the  term  on  performance  of  the  trusts. 

In  1768,  a  term  of  600  years  was  created  in  the  manor 
and  advowson,  and  vested  in  Sir  Thomas  Cham/pneys 
and  Willis,  upon  trust  to  raise  a  sum  not  exceeding 
\%WML 

In  1769,  the  manor  and  advowson  were  assigned  by 
way  of  mortgage  to  Neate,  for  the  residue  of  the  term  of 
600  years,  subject  to  the  term  of  500  years  created  in 
1745,  with  a  proviso  for  redemption  on  payment  of  10,0002. 
and  interest 

ADd  the  incambranoefl  were  declared  to  have  priority  according  to  the  datee  of  the  in- 
8tnim«nts. 

Investigation  of  the  doctrine  as  to  the  protection  afforded  to  an  incumbrancer  by  means 
of  the  legal  estate. 

Attendamt  TerfM—"AU  the  EstaU,  Ac:*— Merger. 

Two  tenns  were  created  in  the  same  manor,  one  of  600  years,  in  1712,  the  other  of  600 
yean,  in  1768.  In  1791  the  latter  waa  assigned  to  A.,  to  secure  a  mortgage  debt;  and  by 
«  deed  of  eren  date,  the  fbrmer  was  assigned  to  ^.,  as  a  trustee  for  ul.  A,  died,  having  ap- 
pointed B.,  C,  and  J).,  his  executors.  In  1801,  by  a  deed  indorsed  on  the  first  assignment  of 
1791,  and  "  made  between  B.,  C,  and  D.,  exeeutwt  of  A.y  of  the  one  part,  and  E,  of  the  other 
jMLTt,"  B,y  C,  and  D,  assigned  the  premises,  '*  and  all  the  estate,"  &c.  to  £.  for  the  residue 
of  the  term  of  600  years,  subject  to  the  equity  of  redemption : — HM,  that  the  term  of 
1712,  being  held  by  B.  in  what  must  be  deemed  his  own  nght,  did  not  pass  by  force  of  the 
words  *'  snd  all  the  estate,"  &a,  and  was  not  merged. 

Adwwtomi  AppendaM — Otneral  Word*, 

In  1790,  an  advowson  appendant  to  a  manor  was  sold  and  assigned  for  the  residue  of  a 
tenn  of  500  years,  created  m  the  manor  and  advowson  in  1745,  and  which,  except  as  to  the 
advowson,  eeased.~J7€/(2,  that  this  did  not  sever  the  appendancy,  and  that  the  advowson 
pused  by  a  subsequent  release  of  the  manor  with  general  words. 
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In  1790,  VaUlant  became  the  purchaser,  and  took  an 
assignment  of  the  advowson  for  the  residue  of  the  term  of 
500  years  created  in  1745.  And,  by  a  deed  of  even  date, 
the  residues  of  the  two  terms  of  500  years,  created  in  1712 
and  1741,  in  the  advowson  were  assigned  to  Norria  in 
trust  for  VaUlant 


In  1791,  the  manor,  and  such  other  of  the  premises  com- 
prised in  the  term  of  600  years  as  then  remaiiied  unsold, 
were  assigned  by  Neate  to  Ra/maay  for  the  residue  of  that 
term,  subject  to  redemption  on  payment  of  10,000i.  and 
interest  And,  by  a  deed  of  even  date,  the  hereditaments 
and  premises  comprised  in  the  last-mentioned  assignment 
were  assigned  to  SeUm  for  the  residue  of  the  term  of  500 
years  created  in  1712,  in  trust  for  Jta/maay,  his  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  subject  to  redemption  on  pay- 
ment of  the  10,0002.  and  interest;  and,  in  the  meantime, 
in  trust  to  permit  the  same  term  of  500  years  to  wait  upon 
and  attend  the  term  of  600  years,  and  to  protect  the  pre- 
mises &om  intervening  incumbrancer  The  same  deed 
purported  to  contain  an  assignment  by  Sir  F,  Vincent  of 
the  term  of  500  years  created  in  1 745,  but  the  deed  was 
not  executed  by  him. 


By  an  indenture  dated  January,  1801,  indorsed  on  the 
first-mentioned  indenture  of  1791,  and  made  between 
Coutta,  Waiherstone,  and  Seton,  therein  described  as  exe- 
cutors of  the  will  of  Ramsay  of  the  one  part,  and  William 
Jtowe  of  the  other  part;  reciting  the  death  of  jRamaay, 
having  first  made  his  will  and  appointed  CovMs,  Wather^ 
stone,  and  Seton  executors,  and  that  they  had  all  proved 
the  will;  CovMs,  Wa^Jierstone,  and  Seton,  in  consideration 
of  10,000i.  to  them  paid  by  William  Rowe,  assigned  to 
WiUiami  Rowe  all  the  premises  which,  by  the  therein 
within-written  indenture  were  assigned  to  Ra/msay,  with 


CASES  IN  CHANCfERY. 

the  appurtenanoes,  "and  aU  the  estate  Ac''(a)\    Haben- 
dum to  TTiKiam  Rowe,  his  executors,  &c.,  for  the  residue 

of  the  term  of  600  years,    subject  to  the  then  existing 

equity  of  redemption. 

In  August^  1801,  the  manor,  subject  to  the  term  of  500 
yeaiB  assigned  to  Va/Ulamiy  and  to  the  term  of  600  years 
assigned  to  Nea/te,  was  limited  to  the  use  of  Hugh  Smith 
deceased,  the  £Either  of  the  Defendant  Hugh  Smith,  his 
heirs  and  assigns.  The  reversion  of  the  advowson  was  not 
specially  mentioned  in  the  conveyance;  but,  as  between' 
the  parties  to  the  cause,  it  was  assumed,  that  the  words 
Baed  included  that  reversion. 

In  September,  1802,  Hugh  Smith  the  &ther  assigned 
the  manor,  with  the  usual  general  words  for  manors,  to 
Jofus  and  Kinderaley,  for  a  term  of  500  years,  by  way  of 
mortgage,  to  secure  40002.  and  interest 

In  1803,  in  consideration  of  1750i.,  the  advowson  was 
Msigned  by  the  executors  of  VaUUmvt  to  the  Defendant 
Jtijffc  Smith,  for  the  residue  of  the  term  of  500  years 
created  in  1745,  upon  trust  for  Hugh  Smith  the  father, 
his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  to  be  assigned 
^i  disposed  of  from  time  to  time  as  they  or  he  should 
direct  or  appoint  And,  by  the  same  indenture,  the  ad- 
vowson was  assigned  by  the  executor  of  Norris  to  Ray^ 
wwwwi  Rowe,  for  the  residue  of  the  term  of  500  years  cre- 
ated in  1712  and  1741  upon,  the  like  trusts. 

In  1813,  the  manor  and  other  the  premises  comprised 
in  the  mortgage  to  Willia/m  Rowe  were  assigned  by  his ' 
executors  to  Oeneral  WalUs,  for  the  residue  of  the  term 
of  600  years,  subject  to  the  then  existing  equity  of  re- 


StatemetU, 


(a)  Sic  in  the  abstract  admitted  to  be  read  in  evidence. 
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1855.  By  an  indentare,  dated  in  1820,  and  indorsed  on  the 

secondly  above-mentioned  indenture  of  1791,  the  manor, 
and  such  of  the  premises  comprised  in  that  indenture  as 
were  assigned  to  Seton,  were  assigned  by  him  to  John 
Smith,  for  the  residue  of  the  term  created  in  1712,  in  trust 
for  Qeneral  WalMs,  for  better  securing  the  10,000L  and 
interest;  and  subject  thereto,  in  trust  for  Hugh  Smith 
the  father,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  and  to  attend  the  inherit- 
ance. 

Hugh  Smith  the  £Eiiher  died  in  1831,  having,  by  his  will, 
in  1828,  devised  the  manor  and  advowson  upon  trust  to 
pay  certain  annuities,  since  discharged;  and,  subject  to 
that  trust,  to  the  Defendant  Hugh  Smith  for  life,  with  re- 
mainder to  Hugh  WaUis  Smith,  the  eldest  son  of  the  De- 
fendant Hugh  Smith,  in  tail,  with  remainder  to  the  De- 
fendant H%igh  Smith,  in  fee. 

In  1 835,  the  Defendants  Hugh  Smith  and  Hugh  WaUis 
Smith  executed  indentures  of  that  date,  and  afterwards 
enrolled,  whereby  the  manor  and  advowson  were  disen- 
tailed and  were  limited,  subject  to  the  annuities,  to  such 
uses  as  they  should  jointly  appoint;  and  in  de&ult  of 
and  subject  to  any  such  appointment,  to  such  uses  as  the 
same  were  limited  to  by  the  will  of  Hugh  SmAth  the 
father. 

By  indentures  of  lease,  appointment,  and  release,  dated  in 
1840,  and  made  between  the  Defendant  Hugh  Smith  of  the 
first  part)  Hugh  WaUia  SmMh  of  the  second  part,  the  De- 
fendants Hugh  Smith  and  Thorrvas  Smith,  devisees  in  trust 
tmder  the  will  of  Hugh  Smith  the  fitther,  of  the  third  part^ 
General  WaUis  of  the  fourth  part,  and  the  Defendant 
Charles  Harrison  of  the  fifth  part,  in  consideration  of  va- 
rious sums  previously  advanced  by  Qeneral  WaMs,  amount- 
ing in  the  whole  to  23,000{.,  the  Defendants  Hu{ih  Smith 
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and  Hugh  WaUia  Smith,  in  exerdiae  of  the  power  limited 
to  ihem  l^  the  indenture  of  1835,  a{^K)inted,  and  they  and 
HiOTnas  Smdth  released,  the  manor,  but  not  m  express 
terms  the  advowson,  with  the  general  words  for  manors  (a): 
To  the  use  of  Q^^ral  WaMe,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  sub- 
ject to  the  mortgage  for  40002.  and  to  the  annuities^  and 
subject  to  a  proviso  for  reconyeyance  ot  the  premises  on 
payment  of  the  23,000!.  and  interest,  to  such  uses  as  the 
Defendants  Hv^fh  Smith  and  Hugh  Wallia  Smith  should 
appoint;  and  in  default  of  and  subject  to  any  such  appoint- 
ment^ to  such  uses  as  the  premises  then  stood  limited  to. 
2^ia  mortgage  contained  a  power  of  sale  (a)  and  a  declar- 
ation, that  the  residue,  if  any,  of  the  moneys  to  arise  from 
tJ[ke  sale,  after  payment  of  prior  charges  or  incumbrance^ 

id  the  principal  and  interest  due  on  the  security  of  the  now 
rtating  indenture,  should  be  held  in  trust  to  pay  the  same 

the  persons  entitled  to  the  equity  of  redemption  of  the 

ortgaged  premises. 


By  an  indenture,  dated  lS4sl,  indorsed  on  the  indenture 

*^f  appointment  and  release  of  1840,  the  hereditaments 

'^comprised  in  the  last-mentioned  indenture  were  charged 

'vith  a  further  sum  of  1500i.  and  interest,  and  the  powers 

of  sale  were  extended  to  secure  the  payment  of  the  1500i.; 

•and,  by  the  same  indenture,  Hugh  Sm,ith  and  Hugh  Wal» 

Ik  STnith  appointed  the  advowson  to  the  use  of  General 

WalUa,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  subject  to  a  like  equity  of 

redemption  as  was  then  subsisting  in  the  manor.     And  it 

Was  declared,  that  the  provisoes  for  redemption  and  powers 

of  sale  contained  in  the  last-mentioned  indenture  should  be 

applicable  to  and  exerciseable  with  respect  to  the  advowson. 

By  an  indenture  dated  1843,  and  which  was  afterwards 
enrolled,  Hugh  Wallis  Smith  granted  and  relesused   the 

(a)  Sic  in  the  abstract  admitted  in  evidence. 
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manor,  with  the  general  words  for  manors,  but  not  in  ex- 
press terms  the  advowson  (a),  freed  and  discharged  from 
his  estate  tail,  and  all  remainders,  &c,  which  he  had 
power  to  bar,  to  the  use  of  the  PlaLntifb  Messrs.  Hooper, 
Bi/rch,  A  l7igra/m,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  subject  to  the 
life  estate  of  the  Defendant  Hugh  Smith,  the  mortgage 
debts  of  4000Z.  and  23,0002.  and  interest,  and  the  an- 
nuities; and  subject  also  to  a  proviso  for  redemption  on 
payment  of  1300Z.  and  interest 


By  an  indenture,  dated  1846,  the  Defendants  Hugh 
Smith  and  Hugh  WalUs  Smith  appointed  and  released 
the  manor  and  advowson  to  Charles  Ha/rrieon  and  Ed- 
ward Harrison  (since  deceased),  their  heirs  and  assigns, 
subject  to  the  mortgage  debts  of  40002.,  23,0002,,  and 
15002.,  and  also  subject  to  a  proviso  for  redemption  on 
payment  of  60002.  and  interest. 

At  the  date  of  this  mortgage,  the  Defendant  Charles 
Harrison  was  solicitor  of  General  WaUis,  and,  as  such, 
had  in  his  possession  the  title  deeds  of  the  mortgaged 
property. 

Other  mortgages  were  afterwards  effected  upon  the  es- 
tate as  follows,  viz.  A  mortgage  dated  the  15th  of  Janu- 
ary, 1847,  by  Hugh  WaJUs  Smith,  to  the  Plaintiff  Whate- 
ley,  for  6002.;  a  mortgage  dated  the  16th  of  January,  1847, 
by  Hv^h  WaUis  Smith,  to  the  Plaintiff  Birch  for  2002.,  to 
the  Plamtiff  Rooper  for  1052.,  to  the  Plaintiflfe  Rooper* 
Birch,  and  Ingram  for  1002.;  a  mortgage  dated  May, 
1847,  by  Hugh  Smith  and  Hugh  WaMs  Smith,  to  the 
Defendant  Charles  Harrison  and  Ed/ward  Harrison  for 
14502.;  a  mortgage  dated  March,  1849,  by  Hugh  Smith 


(a)  Sic  in  the  abstract  admitted  in  evidence. 
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and  Hugh  WdUia  Smith  to  the  FhiniiS  Roaper  for  25002. ; 
a  mortgage  dated  July,  1849,  by  Hv^h  Smith  and  Hugh 
WaUie  Smdth  to  the  Defendant  Liveaey  for  5002.;  and 
lastly,  a  farther  mortgage  of  501.  in  favour  of  the  Defend- 
ant Charles  Harrison  by  Hugh  WaUis  Smith  in  August, 
1849. 
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Qeneral  WaUds  died  in  August,  1848,  having  by  his  will, 
in  March,  1848,  devised  all  estates  vested  in  him  by  way  of 
mortgage  to  the  Defendant  Charles  Harrison,  his  heirs, 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  subject  to  the  equi- 
ties affecting  the  same ;  and  having  appointed  the  Defend- 
^'its  Saint  and  Charrles  Ha/rrison  his  executors,  by  whom 
^  will  was  proved. 

Ou  the  2nd  of  October,  1849,  Livesey  gave  notice  of  his 
Mortgage;  and  on  the  11th  of  October,  1849,  the  PlaintiflF 
'^^^^oper  gave  notice  of  his  mortgage  of  March,  1849,  to  the 
^ct/rrisons. 

Sy  an  order  of  the  Court  in  March,  1851,  it  was  ordered, 
^^ter  alia,  'that  Stewart  and  Charles  Harrison  should  be 
appointed  trustees  of  the  indenture  of  1802;  and  that  the 
^^^^editaments  comprised  in  the  term  of  500  years,  created 
^^  1802,  should  vest  in  Stevxirt  and  Charles  Harrison  for 
^^^  residue  of  that  term,  subject  to  the  existing  equity  of 
^^^^mption. 

Shortly  afterwards,  Charles  Harrison,  as   devisee  of 

^^^^neral  WaUis's  mortgaged  estates,  contracted  to  sell  the 

^*^^iior  and  advowson  for  35,000Z.      By  an  order  of  the 

^^urt  dated  August,  1851,  it  was  ordered  that   Charles 

^o^rrison,  in  the  place  of  the  Defendant  Hv^fh  Smith, 

^wiild  convey  the  advowson  to  the  purchaser.    And  by  an 

^denture  dated  April,  1852,  to  which  Charles  Harrison, 

Saiw^,  and  Stewa/rt  were  parties,  reciting  the  contract  for 
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sale,  a8  having  been  so  entered  into  by  Charles  Harrison 
under  the  powa^  of  sale  contained  in  the  indentures  of 
1840  and  1841,  and  by  the  concurrent  direction  oi  Saimt 
as  his  co-executor,  the  manor  and  advowson  w^e  con- 
veyed to  the  purchaser  in  fee. 

In  this  deed  the  purchase  money  was  expressed  to  be 
paid,  as  to  4000i.,  to  Stevxvrt  and  Cha/rlea  Hao'ridon,  in  sa- 
tisfaction of  the  moneys  owing  on  the  indenture  of  1802; 
and  as  to  the  81^0002.  to  Cha/rlea  Ha/rrison,  to  be  by  him 
held  and  applied  upon  the  trusts  and  in  manner  upon  and 
in  which  the  same  sum  was  applicable  and  ought  to  be  ap- 
plied imder  the  indentures  of  1840  and  1841,  taken  in 
conjunction. 

In  May,  1868,  Roofer,  Bi/rdt,  Imgram,  and  Whateley 
filed  their  bill  against  Charles  Ha^rrison,  Sai/nt,  Li/vesey, 
Hugh  8ndth,  and  Sturges  (the  provisional  assignee  of 
Hugh  WaUds  Smith,  who  in  1851  became  insolvent) 
praying,  inter  alia,  a  declaration  that  the  surplus  of  the 
moneys  received  by  the  Defendants  8amt  and  Ha/rrison, 
after  satis£BLction  of  the  incumbrances  prior  to  th6  mortgage 
of  1840,  and  after  satisfaction  of  what  was  due  to  them  as 
executors  of  Qeneral  WalMs  at  the  time  of  the  completion 
of  the  sale  upon  the  security  of  the  indentures  of  1840  and 
1841,  ought  to  be  applied  in  payment  of  the  incumlnances 
created  by  the  Defendants  Hugh  Smith  and  Hugh  WalUs 
Smith,  or  either  of  them,  subsequent  to  those  indentures, 
according  to  the  priorities  of  such  incumbrances  respect- 
ively. 

It  did  not  appear  that  the  Defendants  had  notioe  c£  the 
Flaintifib'  mortgage  of  1843  until  the  year  1853. 

The  Defendant  Hcvrrison  by  his  answer  submitted,  that 
at  the  date  of  the  sale  the  first  legal  estate  in  all  the  mort- 
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giged  premiseB  was  vested  in  him;  and  that  as  a  mort- 
gagee without  notice,  having  the  l^al  estate,  and  having 
poesession  <rf  the  title  deeds  of  the  mortgaged  property,  his 
i>(K»rtgages  and  charges  were  entitled  to  priority  over  those 
^  the  PlaifitiflB; — also  that  the  Plaintiffs,  on  taking  their 
^eeorities  from  Hugh  WcUUa  Sndthy  gave  no  notice  of  sudi 
^^eorities  to^  and  made  no  inquiries  as  to  the  incumbranoes 
on  the  estates  of  the  Defendant  Hugh  Smith,  the  tenant 
for  life,  and  protector  of  the  settlement,  nor  to  or  of  General 
VaUis  and  the  Defendant  Harrison,  as  the  persons  in 
^om  the  legal  estate  in  the  hereditaments  was  vested,  and 
who  had  poosession  of  the  title  deeds,  or  either  of  them ;  but 
^^  bdlieved  the  Plaintiffii  purposely,  and  at  the  express  re- 
quest <rf  Hugh  WaUis  Smith,  refrained  from  giving  such 
notice  or  making  such  inquiries,  in  order  that  it  might  not 
*^  known  that  Hugh  WaUia  Smith  had  been  dealing  with 
'^    Teversionary  interest  in  the  estate,  and  in  order  that 
^^^h  WaJUa  Smith  might  not  be  disabled  from  joining 
'^itlx  the  Defendant  Hugh  Smith  in  selling  or  mortgaging 
**^e  estates. 
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^Mr.  BoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  R  Pryor  for  the  Haintiffis. 

I^e  surplus  of  the  moneys  received  by  the  Defendants, 
^cg4M  and  Ha/rrieon,  after  payment  of  what  was  due  to 
tb.eiQ  as  (General  WcMia's  executors^  at  the  time  of  the  com- 
pletion of  the  sale  of  the  mortgaged  estates,  upon  the  secu- 
rity of  the  indentures  of  1840  and  184!l,  ought  to  be  ap- 
plied in  payment  of  the  incumbrances  subsequent  to  those 
^^denture%  according  to  the  dates  of  the  several  instru- 
ments by  which  such  incumbrances  were  created. 

^o  valid  reason  has  been  suggested  by  any  of  the  De- 
^dants  to  prevent  the  operation  of  the  rule,  that  priority 
^^  date  gives  priority  of  charga 
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It  is  not  the  case,  as  stated  by  the  Defendant  Hcurriaon, 
that,  at  the  date  of  the  sale,  the  first  legal  estate  in  the 
mortgaged  premises  was  vested  in  him.  As  r^ards  the 
manor  at  leasts  the  term  of  1712  had  been  left  outstanding, 
and  that  circimistance  alone  reduced  all  incumbrancers  to 
their  priorities:  McmndreU  v.MaU7idreU{a),  and  the  refer- 
ence there  made  to  Lord  Ha/rdA&icke'B  decision  in  WU- 
Umghby  v.  WiUoughhy  (6). 

And  even  if  the  Defendant  had  the  legal  estate,  he  had 
it  either  as  executor  or  as  devisee  in  trust  of  General  Wal' 
Us,  and  in  either  case  not  in  his  own,  but  ia  aUeno  jure; 
and  therefore  he  cannot  render  it  available  as  a  tahvla  in 
na/ufrcLgio,  to  secure  moneys  advanced  out  of  his  own 
pocket:  Bamett  v.  Weston  (c),  Morret  v.  Paske  {d). 

Then,  as  to  the  possession  of  the  deeds,  the  Defendant 
held  the  deeds,  not  for  himself,  but  as  the  solicitor  of 
General  WoMs;  and  in  any  case  the  Plaintiff  are  not 
chargeable  with  laches  for  omitting  to  obtain  possession  of 
deeds  to  which,  as  second  mortgagees,  they  were  not  entitled. 

As  to  the  question  raised  with  reference  to  notice,  the 
rule  requiring  notice,  whatever  may  be  its  policy,  has  never 
yet  been  extended  to  mortgages  of  real  estate.  At  the 
date  of  the  Plaintifis'  mortgage  this  property  was  real 
estate,  and  the  Plaintiff,  as  equitable  incumbrancers  upon 
real  estate,  were  not  bound  to  give  notice :  Jones  v.  Jones  (e). 
The  conversion  of  the  property  was  not  efiected  until  after 
the  Plainti£Gs'  mortgage,  and  could  not  alter  their  rights: 
Bugden  v.  Bignold  (/).  And  if  the  Plaintiflfe  were  not 
bound  to  give  notice,  the  reasons  for  which  they  abstained 
from  giving  notice,  fraud  not  being  shewn  to  have  been 
one,  are  immaterial 


(a)  10Ve8.260. 
(6)  1  T.  R  773. 
(c)  12  Vea.  130. 


(d)  2Atk.52. 

(e)  8  Sim.  633. 

(/)  2  Y.  &  C.  C.  C.  377,  392. 
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llie  PlainiiflB  are  also  entitled  to  a  declaration,  that  the 
advowson  passed  by  their  securities — ^those  securities  convey- 
ing the  manor  with  the  usual  general  words  for  manors. 
That  the  advowson  would  have  passed  by  the  word  "  ap- 
purtenances "  alone  is  dear,  since  it  was  found  necessary  to 
fm  an  Act  to  declare,  that  where  the  Crown  grants  here- 
ditaments to  which  an  advowson  is  appendant,  the  word 
"appurtenances"   shall  not  carry  the  advowson. — [They 
cited  also  Ma4yretk  v.  Syw/numa  (a)  and  Bruce  v.  Duchess 
<^  Marlborough  (b).] 
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The  SdicitoT  General  and  Mr.  Archibald  Smith  for  the 
Defendant  Harrison, 

He  Plaintifis'  security  of  184j3,  though  prior  in  point  of 
<l^e,  must  be  postponed  in  point  of  charga     For 

first.  The  Plaintifis  omitted  to  give  notica  This  pro- 
P^J  is  not  real  estate ;  it  has  been  converted ;  and  hav- 
ing been  converted,  and  properly  converted  into  money  be- 
fcie  notice  of  the  Plaintiffs'  security,  the  Court  will  con- 
sider the  fund  in  the  position  in  which  it  was  found  when 
notice  was  given,  and  will  determine  the  question  of  priority 
of  charge  by  the  priority  of  notice:  Foster  v.  Blackstone  (c), 
S.  C,  under  the  title  of  Foster  v.  CockereU  (d). 

Even  if  the  rule  requiring  notice  were  not  strictly  ap- 
plicable, there  has  in  this  case  been  more  than  a  mere 
<»ni«ion  to  give  notica  The  omission  has  been  intentional 
The  Plaintifis  have  abstained  from  giving  notice  from  an 
inaproper  motiva 


The  Defendant,  before  he  had  notice  of  the  Plaintiffs' 
charge,  had  appropriated  the  surplus  in  satisfaction  of  his 


(a)  15  Ve«.  328. 
W2P.Wm8.495. 
VOL  a 


(<j)  1  M.  &  K.  297. 
(d)  3  CI.  &  F.  460. 


K.  J. 
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own  mortgage  debt;  and  since  payment  by  him  to  any  in- 
cumbrancer subsequent  in  date  to  himself  would,  in  the 
absence  of  notice,  have  been  good,  and  not  a  breach  of 
trust,  WUmot  v.  Pike  (a),  the  appropriation  of  the  money 
by  the  Defendant  in  satisfaction  of  his  own  debt  must  be 
good  also.     But 

Secondly,  If  this  estate  is  to  be  treated  as  being  in  the 
position  in  which  it  was  before  conversion,  the  Defendant's 
charge  is  still  entitled  to  priority,  upon  the  ground  that 
the  Defendant  had  the  first  legal  estate. 

That  the  Defendant  had  the  first  legal  estate  is  clear, 
unless  it  can  be  shewn  that  the  term  of  500  years  created 
in  1712  was  left  outstanding.  But  that  was  not  the  case. 
In  1791  the  term  of  1712  was  assigned  to  Seton  as  trustee 
for  Ramsay.  In  Seton  also,  upon  Ramsay^s  death,  and  in 
his  co-executors,  the  term  of  600  years,  created  in  1768, 
was  vested.  [The  Vice-Chancellor. — Could  the  two 
terms  coalesce,  the  one  being  vested  in  Seton  in  his  own 
right,  the  other  as  Ramsay's  executor?]  Not  in  Setaii; 
but  the  two  could  and  did  coalesce  in  William,  Rowe,  to 
whom,  in  1 801,  the  latter  term  was  assigned  by  Ramsay's 
executors,  Seton  being  one,  executing  the  assignment  and 
conveying  thereby  "  all  his  estate,  rights  title,  &c.  in  the 
premises." 

The  term  of  1712  having  merged  in  that  of  1768,  which 
indisputably  vested  in  the  Defendant  Harrison,  the  latter 
had  the  first  legal  estate  in  the  manor ;  and  as  mortgagee 
without  notice,  having  the  legal  estate,  and  having  posses- 
sion of  the  title  deeds,  his  mortgages  and  charges  were  and 
are  entitled  to  priority  over  those  of  the  Plaintifis. 

It  was  argued  that  his  possession,  both  of  the  legsd  estate 
(a)  6  Hare,  21. 
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and  of  ihe  title  deeds,  was  aUeno  jure;  but  that  this,  as 
regards  the  legal  estate,  does  not  deprive  him  of  his  right 
to  use  it  as  a  tabula  in  naufragio,  is  clear  from  WUmot  v. 
Pilse  (a), — a  much  stronger  case,  since  there  a  trustee  was 
allowed  to  tack  advances  of  his  own  against  an  advance 
made  by  his  cestui  que  trust;  and,  as  regards  the  deeds, 
what  good  could  have  be^i  gained  by  his  delivering  them 
to  a  third  party,  merely  to  receive  them  again  in  his  own 
right(6)? 
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With  regard  to  the  advowson,  in  1790  it  was  severed 
from  the  manor  by  a  sale  to  VaUlaTit  for  the  residue  of  the 
term  of  500  years  created  in  174!5.  It  therefore  ceased  to 
be  appendant  and  became  in  gross:  Sheppard's  ''Touch- 
stone," p.  90.  And  if  an  advowson  be  once  in  gross,  it  can- 
not afterwards  by  any  act  become  appendant  (Comyn's 
Digest,  tit "  Advowson,"  B.) ;  consequently,  the  reversion  of 
the  advowson  did  not  pass  by  any  subsequent  conveyance 
by  which  it  was  not  expressly  granted. 

Mr.  JamsB^  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Giffard  for  the  Defendant 
Limey. 

The  Defendant  Liveseyy  having  been  the  first  to  give 
notice  of  his  charge  to  the  legal  depositary  of  the  fimd, 
obtamed  priority,  upon  the  principle  decided  in  Dearie  v. 
BqU{c),  Loveridge  v.  Cooper  (d),  and  Foster  v.  Black- 
^ne  (e),  that,  as  between  parties  having  equities  only,  he 
who  first  gives  notice  obtains  priority,  per  Lord  Cottenhcmi, 
M.  R,  in  Peacock  v.  Burt  (/) ;  a  rule  which,  if  there  be  no 
aathority  in  the  way,  is  upon  every  principle  of  sound 
policy  equally  applicable  to  real  and  to  personal  estate. 


(a)  5  Hare,  21,  22. 
{h)  They  cited    also   3  Sagd. 
V.&P.,  10th  edit.,  77. 
ic)  3  Buaa.  1. 
W  Id.  30. 


((f)  1M.&K.297;  ^.  C.  3  CL 
&  F.  456. 

(/)  ReportedinCoote'8"Trea- 
tbe  on  the  Law  of  Mortgage,** 
pp.  569,  572. 
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Mr.  Osborne  for  the  Defendant  Sturges. 

The  Vice-Chancellor: — 

With  regard  to  the  point  of  notice,  it  is  impossible  to 
contend  that  this  property  was  not  real  estate  when  the 
securities  of  the  parties  were  eflFected, — at  which  time  it 
was  that  their  rights  were  ascertained ;  and  if  the  property 
is  to  be  treated  as  real  estate,  it  is  clear  from  authority — 
authority  not  confined  to  Jones  v.  Jones  (a) — ^that  the  doc- 
trine, that,  as  between  equitable  incumbrances,  priority  of 
notice  gives  priority  of  charge,  has  no  application :  Dearie 
V.  HaU  and  Loveridge  v.  Cooper  were  not  cases  of  real 
estate.  And  in  Foster  v.  Blackstone  the  property,  though 
originally  real  estate,  had  been  converted  before  the  date  of 
the  security  in  question,  and  was  treated  as  personalty. 
But,  independently  of  Jones  v.  Jones,  and  other  authorities 
in  the  way  of  such  a  decision,  nothing,  I  apprehend,  would 
be  more  dangerous  than  to  hold,  at  the  present  day,  that 
wherever  there  is  a  power  of  sale,  notice  must  be  given  by 
a  puisne  incumbrancer. 

Then  as  to  the  argument  founded  upon  the  Plaintiffi 
liaving  abstained,  as  was  alleged,  from  giving  notice  from  a 
bad  motive:  the  Plaintiffi?  were  either  bound  to  give  notice, 
or  they  were  not ;  and  if  they  were  not  bound  to  give 
notice,  then,  in  the  absence  of  fraud,  the  motive  for  which 
they  abstained  from  doing  so  is  immaterial. 

If  inconvenience  results  from  the  absence  of  a  rule  re- 
quiring notice  in  the  case  of  real  estate,  it  can  only  be 
removed  by  the  legislature. 

The  reply,  therefore,  may  be  confined  to  the  argument 
that  the  Defendant  Harrison  was  entitled  to  priority  as 
having  the  first  legal  estate  in  the  mortgaged  premises. 

(a)  8  Sim.  63a 
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Mr.  Rolt,  Q.  C,  in  reply. — Bamett  v.  Weston  (a)  was  not 
cited  in  WUmoi  v.  Pike  (b),  and  the  reasoning  upon  which 
in  the  latter  case  Wigrcum,  V.  C,  allowed  the  trustee  to 
tack,  is  inconsistent  with  that  in  the  former.  Here,  as  in 
Bamett  v  Weston,  the  third  mortgagee  did  not  get  in  the 
legal  estate,  but  that  estate  vested  in  him  (if  at  all)  by  devo- 
lution of  law  and  by  mere  accident 

Judgment  reserved 
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VXCB<:?HANCELL0B  SiR  W.   PAGE  WoOD  :— 

The  question  raised  by  this  bill  is  one  of  priority  as 
bei;ween  the  PlaintifEs  in  the  suit>  and  the  Defendants 
Stxrrieon  and  Livesey,  with  respect  to  their  charges  upon 
certain  estates  which  were  limited  to  such  uses  as  the  De- 
fendant Htt{ih  Smith  and  his  son  Hugh  WaUia  Smith 
(now  represented  by  Sturgea,  the  assignee  of  the  Insolvent 
'-^btors  Court)  should  appoint^  and  subject  to  that  limit- 
*tion,  to  Hugh  Smith  for  life,  with  remainder  to  Hugh 
^^^js  Smith  in  tail,  with  an  ultimate  reversion  to  Hugh 
^i^Ainfee. 


June  ^lit, 
J^dgmaU, 


The  question  arises  in  this  maimer : — By  two  indentures 

^^ted  1840  and  1841,  the  estates,  which  had  been  originally 

^^ited  in  the  manner  I  have  described,  were  appointed,  in 

**ect,  to  Greneral  WaUis,  for  the  purpose  of  securing  by  the 

^^^  deed  23,0001.,  and  by  the  second  \500l     In  the  first 

^^  there  was  a  power  of  sale,  not  stated  fully  in  the  ab- 

^•^^act,  but  which  I  must  assume  to  have  been  so  worded 

^*^at  the  deed  of  April,  1852,  by  which  it  purports  to  have 

^^«n  exercised,  operated  as  a  valid  execution  of  the  power. 

'*'*^  reference  to  that  power  of  sale,  there  was  a  declaration 


(a)  12  Yes.  130. 


(6)  5  Hare,  14. 
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as  to  the  moneys  raised  by  the  sale,  thaty  afler  dischaiig^iiig 
the  principal  moneys  and  interest,  the  residue  shoald  be 
paid  to  the  persons  entitled  to  the  equity  of  redemption  of 
the  mortgaged  premises.  The  property  being  in  that  state, 
several  securities  were  executed  subsequently — some  by  the 
son,  some  by  the  father  and  son.  The  first  in  point  of  date 
of  those  securities  was  effected  by  indentures  dated  August^ 
1843,  by  which  Hugh  Wallis  Smith,  the  son,  created  a 
charge  on  his  interest, — ^his  estate  tail  in  reversion,  and  eor. 
larged  that  estate  tail  into  a  base  fee, — he  could  do  no  more 
without  the  consent  of  the  tenant  for  life, — and  created  a 
charge  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiffs^  Hooper,  Birch,  and 
Ingram  for  1,300?.  The  next  securily  in  point  of  date  is  a 
mortgage  by  the  father  and  son,  dated  in  April,  184J6,  to  the 
Defendants,  Charles  Harrison  and  Edward  Harrison,  for 
eOOOi.  I  believe,  in  point  of  fact,  it  is  not  of  much  utility 
to  inquire  beyond  those  mortgages.  I  do  not  know  how 
that  may  ultimately  be,  but  as  far  as  I  understand  at  pre- 
sent the  surplus  will  be  exhausted  by  those  twa  [His 
Honour  enumerated  the  subsequent  mortgages,  bearing  date 
from  the  15th  of  January,  1847,  to  August,  1849,  as  stated 
above,  and  proceeded :]  So  that  the  first  charge,  in  point 
of  date  subsequent  to  General  Wallis's  securities, — a  chaige 
standing,  however,  only  on  the  base  fee, — is  the  1300Z.  The 
next  charge  upon  the  whole  premises  is  the  GOOOi.  to  the 
Harrisons,  and  then  comes  the  series  of  charges  to  which 
I  have  referred.  I  should  state,  with  regard  to  these 
charges,  that  Livesey  gave  notice  of  his  charge  on  the  2nd 
of  October,  1849;  and  that  on  the  11th  of  October,  1849, 
notice  was  given  to  the  Harrisons  of  the  Plaintiff  i2(X>per'« 
charge  of  25001.  On  the  10th  of  November,  1849,  Rooper 
obtained  judgment  against  Hugh  Wallis  Smith.  On  the 
5th  of  January,  1 850,  he  obtained  judgment  against  Hugh 
Smith,  and  for  some  time  he  sequestered  the  living. 


Now  the  first  point  argued  for  the  Defendants  was  thai 
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QtifEs,  although  their  mortgage  for  1300!.  on  the 
Hugh  WaUis  Smith  was  unquestionably  prior  in 
date  to  the  Defendant  Harrison's  mortgage  for 
Laving  omitted  to  give  notice,  were  postponed  to 
sr  mortgage  in  respect  of  their  interest  in  that 
I  dealt  with  this  argument  before  the  reply,  and  I 
ow  only  add,  that  I  find  the  view  taken  by  every 
L  the  subject  has  been  uniform ;  that  the  question 
which  was  raised  in  Dearie  v.  HaU  (a)  and  Love% 

Cooper  (6),  with  respect  to  interest  in  personal 
las  no  application  whatever  to  real  estate.  The 
parent  exception  is  the  case  of  Foster  v.  Black- 
>  affirmed  on  appeal  by  the  House  of  Lords  under 
of  Foster  v.  Cockerell(d),  where,  there  being  a  dis- 
Lversion  of  the  whole  property,  it  was  held  that  the 
roperty  was  to  be  treated  as  personal  estate,  and, 
it  as  personal  estate,  that  the  party  who  gave  notice 
arge  obtained  priority.  In  this  case  there  is  nothing 
r  which  converts  the  property  into  personal  estata 
a  power  of  sale  in  the  mortgagee,  but  that  power 

exercised  until  long  after  all  these  charges  had 
ated.  The  position,  therefore,  of  the  parties  as  to 
precisely  that  described  by  Vice-Chancellor  Knight 
1  Bugd^n  v.  Bignold  {e),  where  he  says,  "  Notwith- 
^  the  conversion  of  the  copyhold  into  personalty  by 
■'  (it  was  a  subsequent  sale,)  "  I  think  both  upon 
3  and  authority  (authority  not  confined  to  Jones  v. 
Q)  that  the  notices,  as  I  have  said,  did  not  gain  for 
rank  which  otherwise  they  had  not.  I  think  that 
ts  of  the  Plaintiff  were  fixed  by  his  security  of  1838, 
e  copyhold  property  was  in  every  sense  real  estate 
at  least,  for  every  purpose  that  the  circumstances 
•resent  case  bring  under  consideration."    In  Wihiiot 


I85Jk 


JikdgmmL 


lU88.  1. 

{(J)  3  CI.  &  F.  456. 

Luss.  30. 

ie)  2  Y.  &  C.  C.  392. 

Iyl.&K.297. 

(/)  8  Sim.G33. 
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V.  Pike  (a),  a  case  cited  by  the  Defendants  on  another  pointy 
Vice-Chancellor  Wigram  fully  adopted  the  same  view,  and 
stated  that  there  was  no  rule  by  which  you  could  apply 
the  question  of  notice  to  real  estate,  the  doctrine  in  equity 
being  that  in  truth  real  estate  passes  by  the  conveyanca 
In  the  eye  of  the  Court  the  estate  itself  passes  by  the  mort- 
gage to  the  equitable  mortgagee,  and  his  interest  is  com- 
pletely secured  by  the  conveyance.  If  this  view  be  attended 
hy  any  inconvenience,  as  I  said  before,  it  can  only  be 
remedied  by  the  legislature  introducing  some  system,  by 
registration  or  otherwise,  by  which  persons  may  have 
notice  of  the  charges  existing  upon  real  estate.  This  estate 
was  unquestionably  real  estate  at  the  time  all  these  seciui- 
ties  were  acquired. 

It  was  next  argued  for  the  Defendants,  that  although 
the  doctrine  of  notice  might  not  in  itself  apply,  there  had 
in  this  case  been  something  more  than  a  mere  omission  of 
giving  notice; — ^there  had  been,  on  the  part  of  the  Plain- 
tiffs, an  actual  abstaining  from  giving  notice  for  a  purpose 
alleged  to  be  improper;  the  Plaintiffs  had  so  abstained 
from  giving  notice,  at  the  request  of  the  mortgagor,  Hugh 
Wallia  Smith,  who  stated,  as  the  reason  for  his  request, 
that  he  did  not  wish  General  WaUis  to  be  informed  of  the 
incumbrance.  I  say  nothing  more  on  that  point.  Possibly 
some  question  might  arise  if  General  Wallis  had  been  de- 
frauded by  the  mortgagor  in  consequence ;  though  I  doubt 
whether  it  would  be  carried  even  to  that  extent,  because, 
withholding  notice  where  you  are  not  bound  to  give  any, 
cannot  affect  your  rights.  If  it  could  be  shewn  that  notice 
was  withheld  to  enable  the  Smiths  to  raise  more  money, 
it  would  be  a  different  case.  But  looking  to  all  the  autho- 
rities, some  of  which  the  Vice-Chancellor  had  before  him 
in  Bugden  v.  Bignold,  when  he  said  he  did  not  rest  on  the 
case  of  Jones  v.  Jones — looking  at  the  several  cases  cited 


(a)  5  Hare,  14. 
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Bnd  other  cases  of  that  description,  I  apprehend  it  is  quite      ^  1855. 

dear  that  no  mere  absence  of  activity  on  the  part  of  an 

equitable  incumbrancer  in  asserting  his  rights,  postpones  his 

incombranca       Nothing  short  of  an  absence  of  activity, 

amounting  either  to  participating  in  fraud,  or  to  such  a  course 

of  dealing  as  the  Court  conceives  must  inferentially  afifect 

tlie  party  with  the  commission  of  fraud,  could  have  this  effect 

The  case,  therefore,  is  reduced  simply  to  this :  The  Plain- 
tiffis  Hooper,  Bvrch,  and  Ingrain  have  a  clear  equitable 
priority  in  point  of  charge  on  the  estates,  unless  they  are  to 
be  affocted  by  the  question  which  was  next  raised  of  the 
legal  estafje  being  vested  in  the  Defendant  Harrison,  who, 
as  one  of  the  suosequent  incumbrancers,  claims,  in  respect 
of  his  advances,  priority  over  the  charges  created  by  the 
son,  and  afterwards  by  the  fSskther  and  son,  in  favour  of  some 
of  the  Plaintiflfe. 

I  will  first  assume  that  the  Defendant  Harrison  had  the 
'%^  estate ;  and  considering  the  case  in  that  view,  I  do 
^ot  868  how  the  doctrine  of  the  legal  estate  being  outstand- 
^&  and  protecting  a  puisne  equitable  incumbrancer,  who 
"^  acquired  it  without  notice  of  the  intervening  incum- 
"'^oe,  can  be  applied  to  the  case  before  ma 

What  were  the  rights  of  the  parties  up  to  the  moment 
^*  the  sale  ?  I  will  assume  for  the  present  that  General 
^^Uia  had  the  legal  estate,  and  that  by  devising  all  his 

^^^tes  in  mortgage  to  the  Defendant  Harrison,  one  of 
^  executors,  and  appointing  the  Defendants  Harrison 

^^d  Savnt  his  executors,  he  passed  to  Harrison,  not  only 
*^^  legal  estate  (if  he  had  any)  in  the  property,  but  the 

P^'^v^er  of  sale.     That  being  so,  the  trustee  advances  further 

I^  Wilmot  v.  Pike  (a) — a  case  on  which,  however,  I  am 
^^t  intending  to  throw   any  doubt  —  the   circumstances 

(a)  5  Hare,  14. 
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were  stronger  than  they  are  here,  against  allowing  the  trus- 
tee to  protect  himself  by  setting  up  the  legal  estate,  inas- 
much as  there  the  trustee  was  trustee  of  the  first  mortgage 
for  the  very  person  against  whom  he  claimed  to  set  up  that 
legal  estate;  and  being  such  trustee,  he  afterwards  ad- 
vanced money  of  his  own,  without  knowing  that  his  cestui 
que  trust  had  made  a  second  advance;  yet  in  that  case 
Vice-Chancellor  Wigram  said,  inasmuch  as  if  the  party 
having  a  puisne  incumbrance  obtain  a  declaration  by  the 
party  holding  the  legal  estate  that  he  will  hold  that  legal 
estate  in  trust  for  him,  he  acquires  thereby  priority  over 
any  anterior  incumbrancer  of  the  mere  equity,  of  whose  in- 
cumbrance he  had  no  notice  when  he  advanced  his  money; 
and  inasmuch  as  it  cannot  be  necessaiy  that  the  person 
who  has  the  legal  estate  in  himself  should  go  through  the 
form  of  declaring  that  he  will  hold  it  first  for  the  party  who 
has  the  first  charge,  and  next  for  himself,  the  person  who 
has  the  legal  estate  in  himself  is  just  in  the  same  position 
as  if  he  had  got  a  declaration  from  a  third  person  holding 
the  legal  estate,  that  he  will  hold  it  in  trust  for  him. 


I  follow  WUmot  V.  PUce,  therefore,  and  assume,  for  the 
purpose  of  this  discussion,  that  the  Defendant  Harrison, 
being  trustee  of  this  legal  estate  for  General  WaJXisa  per- 
sonal representatives — ^that  is  to  say  for  himself  and  Saint, 
to  the  extent  of  securing  24,500i., — is  subsequently  to  be 
treated  as  having  a  declaration  of  trust  of  that  l^al  es- 
tate, to  secure  his  own  advance  of  the  6000Z.  I  may  ob- 
serve, in  passing,  that  the  case  does  not  come  up  to  that. 
The  second  advance  was  by  the  Defendant  Harrison  and 
Edward  Harrison  together,  and  therefore  the  case  in  that 
respect  is  not  quite  so  favourable  to  Harrison  as  the  case  of 
Wikaot  V.  Pike,  where  the  trustee  might  be  well  supposed 
to  hold  it  on  an  implied  trust  for  himself  But,  assuming  that 
to  have  been  the  position  of  things  before  the  sale,  if  the 
Flaintifib  had  filed  their  bill  before  the  sale  to  redeem  General 
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WaIU8*9  executors^  and  on  payment  of  Uie  24,5002w  to  have 
a  conveyance  of  the  legal  estate,  then,  according  to  Wilnujt 
V.  Pike,  the  Defendant  Harrison  might  be  in  a  position  to 
say, '  Ton  cannot  get  the  legal  estate  from  me  on  that  pay- 
ment    I  am  trustee  for  General  WaUiaa  executors  to  the 
extent  of  24,5002. ;  but  when  you  have  paid  that  sum,  I 
chall  not  part  with  the  legal  estate,  nor  permit  you  to  ac- 
quire it  by  way  of  foreclosure,  because  I  am  armed  ¥dth  the 
legal  estate  for  my  own  protection:  it  protects  me  from 
any  dealing  with  it  until  my  debt  has  been  first  satisfied' 

But  what  takes  place  is  this,  and  the  more  I  have 

tbought  of  it  the  more  it  has  seemed  impossible  to  apply 

tbe  doctrine  to  the  legal  estate  which  I  have  assumed  that 

tie  Defendant  Harrison  once  possessed.    Inl852,  Harrison, 

^  exercise  of  his  duty  as  trustee  for  WaUia'a  executors, 

^*^  the  concurrence  of  Sai/rU,  the  other  executor,  as  is  ex- 

P^^saly  stated  in  the  deed,  sells  this  property  for  35,000{.,  in 

^^er  to  pay  oflf  the  mortgage  due  to  General  WaUia's  es- 

*^    There  were  other  ways  of  doing  this.    Harrison 

^%ht  have  advanced  the  money  out  of  his  own  pocket,  and 

We  held  the  whole  legal  estate  for  the  two  debts,  saying, 

'I  stand  on  the  legal  estate,  and  shall  hold  it  for  the  two 

debts.    I  advanced  the  money,  and  I  rest  oli  the  legal  es- 

^t«/  Or  he  might  have  raised  the  money  by  transfer  of  the 

mortgage,  and  have  procured  the  person  who  took  the  legal 

estate  to  execute  a  declaration,  that  he  would  hold  it  on  trust 

to  secure  himself  his  mortgage  debt,  and  secondly,  to  secure 

^t  of  Harrison;  and  had  he  taken  this  course,  Harrison 

would  now  be  the  person  having  the  }yest  right  to  call  for  it 

^^  any  anterior  redemption  of  the  legal  estate.    But  instead 

^  taking  any  such  course,  he  sells  the  estate;  and  as  it  is 

expressly  stated  in  the  deed,  the  money  is  received  by  him, 

^  be  held  on  the  trusts  declared  by  the  indentures  of  1840 

**^d  1841,  those  trusts  being  for  the  persons  interested  in 

^e  equity  of  redemption.    The  moneys  have  got  into  his 
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the  legal  estate  has  been  parted  with,  and  parted  with  in 


Roofer 
Harmson.     *^®  execution  of  that  duty. 


Judgment, 


The  whole  doctrine  of  this  Court  about  the  protection  af- 
forded by  means  of  the  legal  estate  is  simply  this:   A 
party  getting  the  legal  estate  acquires  no  new  right  in 
equity  in  any  way.     But,  equity,  regarding  all  the  persons 
who  have  incimibrances  according  to  their  priorities,  con- 
sidering that  the  equitable  interests  pass,  just  as  the  l^al 
interest  does,  by  the  efiFect  of  the  deeds,  finds  itself  checked 
at  times,  and  an  obstacle  thrown  in  its  way  by  an  incum- 
brancer's saying,  "  I  have  got  the  legal  estate  interposed; 
I  insist  it  is  mine  at  law,  and  there  must  be  a  superior 
equity  shewn  in  order  to  deprive  me  of  my  legal  estata*' 
It  is  merely  staying  the  hands  of  the  Court,  by  resting 
on  that  legal  estate  which  this  Court  will  not  deal  with, 
unless  a  superior  equity  can  be  shewn ;  and  although  the 
Court  holds  that  priority  will  give  equity^  yet  it  does  not 
hold  that  it  gives  so  superior  an  equity,  as  between  several 
incumbrancers,  as  to  enable  a  person  who  has  an  anterior 
charge  to  wrest  the  legal  estate  from  the  person  who  has 
obtained  it  without  notice  of  the  anterior  charge,  and  who 
has  not  parted  with  it.    That  is  the  whole  effect  of  the  doc- 
trine, and  none  other. 

But  here  the  rights  of  the  parties  having  been  fixed,  as  I 
hold  they  were,  long  anterior  to  the  sale  in  point  of  date, 
the  party  who  now  claims  the  protection  of  the  legal  estate, 
instead  of  keeping  it  in  his  hands,  has  chosen,  in  execution 
of  his  duty  to  General  WaUia,  whom  I  assume  to  have  had 
the  first  legal  estate,  and  in  discharge  of  a  debt  which  must 
necessarily  be  paid  to  him  in  the  execution  of  that  duty,  to 
exhaust  the  whole  l^al  estate  in  securing  the  interest  of 
his  testator.  That  being  so,  the  money  comes  back  simply 
limited  on  the  trusts  of  the  equity  of  redemption.     No  es- 
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iate  can  be  interposed  in  the  distribution  of  this  money.  It 
spems  to  me  upon  that  ground  alone  that  the  money  is  here 
aflfected  by  all  the  interests  which  existed  in  the  equity  of 
ledemption;  and  I  find  nothing  in  the  way  to  prevent  the 
security  being  applied  in  the  manner  in  which  the  PlaintiflGs 
no^w  daim  to  have  it  appUed. 
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It  is  said  that  this  would  render  it  a  mere  matter  of 
inachinery;  but  that^  in  truth,  is  the  result  of  the  whole 
doctrine  of  this  Court  about  the  legal  estate,  and  a  very 
dngdar  machinery  it  sometimes  i&  It  is  merely  a  ques- 
don  of  how  hr  a  person,  who  has  dexterously  managed  to 
lay  hold  of  this  tabula  in  naufragio,  is  allowed  to  seize  it. 
Even  after  bill  filed  by  the  second  incumbrancer  he  is  al* 
lo^ed  to  seize  it^  but  it  is  on  that  he  rests.  It  would  seem 
to  militate  very  much  against  all  the  views  which  this 
(^wt  entertains  of  not  allowing  rights  to  be  disturbed  by 
^^^li.  persons,  and  there  was  some  hesitation  and  doubt 
^^  to  allowing  a  person  holding  the  legal  estate  to  hand  it 
^^er  to  the  one  or  the  other  as  he  thinks  fit  All  that  is  a 
^^Jy  peculiar  part  of  this  doctrine;  but  the  Court  has  never 
^^^e  beyond  this:  and  if  it  does  not  find  the  l^al  estate  in- 
^rposed,  it  deals  with  the  money  according  to  priorities. 

^t^is  seems  to  me  to  dispose  of  the  whole  case,  even 
^Uming  the  Defendant  Harrison  to  have  once  had  the 
,^^8al  estate;  but  I  have  thought  it  necessary,  as  the  point 
f^^  been  argued  fully  and  with  considerable  ability,  to 
^•^Vestigate  the  actual  position  of  the  legal  estate. 

There  is,  firsts  the  advowson,  which,  in  the  year  1790, 

*^^came  separated, — not^  however,  so  as  to  sever  the  appen- 

^^^»icy  to  the  manor,  by  a  sale  to  VaiUant  for  the  residue 

^^  a  term  of  600  years,  created  in  174!5.     All  the  subse- 

H^ient  conveyances  of  the  manor,  containmg  general  words, 
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passed  the  advowson  an  appendant  to  the  manor,  there  not 
having  been  any  freehold  interest  created  in  it  as  distinct 
from  the  manor.  The  advowson  passed  with  the  manor 
by  the  general  words,  subject  only  to  the  outstanding  term 
in  VaiUant. 


Then,  as  to  the  terms  created  in  this  estate.  The  first 
was  the  term  of  1712,  the  exact  natiure  and  purport  of 
which  do  not  appear.  There  is  only  a  short  recital,  by 
which  it  appears,  that  the  term  was  vested  in  two  persons, 
named  Cram/raer  and  OaviUe.  The  second  term  was  cre- 
ated in  1741.  That  was  a  term  of  500  years  in  WiUds 
and  Bawlvag,  and  was  created  for  the  piurposes  of  younger 
children  of  Francis  Vincent  and  Elizaheth  his  wife,  and 
she  died  without  issua  It  does  not  appear  whether  there 
was  any  provision  for  cesser  of  that  term,  and,  as  regards 
the  advowson,  it  appears  afterwards  to  have  been  dealt 
with  in  the  manner  I  will  presently  mention ;  but,  as  re- 
gards the  body  of  the  estate,  one  hears  no  further  men- 
tion of  that  term,  and  that  term  unquestionably  must  be 
presiuned  to  have  been  surrendered  and  to  be  now  en- 
tirely out  of  the  way,  at  least  as  regards  the  body  of  the 
estata  The  third  term  was  created  in  1745,  a  term  of 
500  years  in  Lord  Ejffingham  and  WiUis,  for  the  purpose 
of  raising  portions  for  younger  children  of  Francis  Vvn- 
cent  and  Mary  his  second  wifa  There  was  a  proviso  for 
cesser  of  that  term,  and  the  portions  were,  in  hct,  raised 
by  the  sale  of  that  term  in  the  advowson  to  VaiUant; 
whether  that  raised  the  whole  money  does  not  appear, 
but  the  whole  money  was  in  fact  raised;  and  there  is 
no  doubt  of  that  term  of  174;>  having  ceased,  except  as 
regards  the  advowson.  As  regards  the  manor,  it  ceased. 
Those  two  terms  are,  I  think,  out  of  the  way.  Then 
comes  the  term  of  1768, — a  term  of  600  years, — vested  in 
Sir  Thomas  Chmrypneys  and  John  WHMs,  for  the  purpose 
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of  raising  ]  2,000!.  This  term,  in  1769,  was  assigned  to 
NeaU,  for  the  purpose  of  securing  10,000?.  Then,  the 
subsequent  dealings  with  the  terms  were  these: — In  1791, 
lfe(Ue  assigned  his  600  years  term  to  Ramsay,  on  a  trans- 
fer of  the  mortgage,  to  secure  the  10,000Z.  And,  by  a 
deed  of  the  same  date,  after  reciting  a  previous  assign- 
ment of  the  term  of  1712  to  one  Bray,  upon  trust  for 
better  securing  5000?.,  provided  for  the  portions  of  the 
yonnger  children  of  Francis  and  Mary  Vmcent  by  the 
deed  of  1746,  and  subject  thereto  upon  trust  for  better  se- 
cnring  the  10,000Z.  to  Neate,  and  subject  thereto  upon 
trost  to  attend  the  inheritance,  and  reciting  also  the  pay- 
ment of  the  portions  secured  by  the  term  of  1745,  Bray 
asngDS  the  1712  term  to  Setan,  to  secure  the  10,000!.  as- 
signed to  Ramsay,  and  to  wait  on  the  600  years  term 
vested  in  Bamhsay.  The  deed  then  purports  to  contain 
an  assignment  of  the  term  of  1745,  but  it  was  not  exe- 
cuted by  the  party  purporting  to  assign  it  It  seems  to 
me,  however,  that  the  term  of  1745  clearly  ceased. 


Ill 


In  1791,  therefore,  we  find  the  600  years  term  in  jRam- 
atiy,  and  the  term  of  1712  in  Seton  as  a  trustee  for  jRam- 
wy.  Then,  in  January,  1801,  an  indenture  is  indorsed,  not 
on  the  deed  which  assigned  the  term  of  1712,  but  on  the 
deed  which  assigned  the  600  years  term  to  Ramsay.  It 
is  made  between  Coutts,  Waiherstone,  and  Seton  (the  same 
Seton  who  had  the  term  of  1712),  described  as  executors 
d  Ramsay,  of  the  one  part,  and  WiUiami  Rowe  of  the 
other  part ;  and  thereby,  in  consideration  of  the  payment 
to  them  by  Rowe  of  the  10,000i.,  the  parties  of  the  first 
part  assign  to  Rowe  the  property,  with  the  usual  clause 
bepnning  "  and  all  the  estate  &a,"  of  the  parties,  for  the 
lesidue  of  the  term  of  600  years,  as  a  security  for  the 
10,0002.;  and  then  the  question  arises,  whether  the  1712 
term,  vested  in  Seton  as  trtistee  for  Ramsay,  merged  by 
the  effect  of  that  assignment 
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It  is  singular  that  there  should  be  a  dearth  of  au- 
thority on  this  subject  Several  cases  were  cited  to  shew, 
what  it  hardly  needed  authority  to  shew,  that  where  a 
person  assigns  and  conveys  "  all  his  estate,  right,  title,  and 
interest,''  and  all  his  estate,  right,  title,  and  interest  are 
not  recited  in  the  deed,  still,  if  he  has  other  beneficial 
interests  in  the  property,  they  pass.  It  is  suggested,  that 
Seton  might  well  assign  the  term  of  1712  so  as  to  let  it 
merge  in  the  600  years  tenn.  But  it  is  well-known  law, 
that  estates  vested  in  a  person  in  autre  droit  are  so  differ- 
ent from  estates  vested  in  him  in  his  own  right,  which  is 
the  position  Seton  must  be  looked  upon  as  occupying  in 
reference  to  the  term  of  1712,  that  an  assignment  by  a 
person  of  all  his  goods  and  chattels  will  not  pass  those  he 
holds  as  executor,  unless  he  have  none  of  his  own;  in 
which  case,  from  the  necessity  of  the  thing,  they  are  held 
to  pass ; — the  groimd  of  that  doctrine  being,  that  the  two 
things  are  so  clearly  distinct  in  the  party,  that  the  inten- 
tion, when  he  speaks  of  his  own  simpliciter,  is  not  to  pass 
anything  which  he  holds  in  autre  droit.  Possibly,  in  this 
case,  the  inference  is  not  quite  so  strong.  But  here  all 
the  conveying  parties  are  described  as  executors,  and  are 
all,  as  such,  made  parties  of  the  one  part,  and,  as  a  body, 
convey  the  whole  estate  vested  in  them  in  the  capacity  in 
which  they  are  so  made  parties.  It  is  needless  to  repeat  the 
reasons  I  have  already  given  for  considering  that  this  point 
can  never,  in  my  view  of  the  case,  become  anything  more 
than  a  speculative  point;  but  if  I  had  to  determine  it,  I 
should  not  think  myself  justified  in  holding,  that  a  con- 
veyance by  persons  described  as  executors,  and  assigning 
the  estate  they  held  qua  executors  for  the  600  years  term, 
would  pass  by  force  of  the  words  "  and  all  the  estate,  rights 
title,  and  interest"  that  which  one  of  them  held  for  his 
own  purposes  and  in  his  own  right  And  such  was  the 
position  of  Mr.  Seton,  It  is  true  he  was  a  trustee  for 
Ramsay,  but  in  the  eye  of  the  law  he  must  be  viewed  as 
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holding  the  1712  term  for  his  own  purposes  and  in  his  own 
nght  The  conclusion  I  come  to  is,  that  the  1712  term 
iras  not  merged  Habmson. 

I  do  not  say  that  it  ought  to  influence  my  judgment  on      •^«<^^»*«»<- 

the  present  occasion ;  but  I  may  mention  the  circumstance 

tlx&t  this  was  evidently  the  view  taken  by  the  conveyancers 

when  these  large  securities  were  being  prepared;  for  we 

find,  at  a  subsequent  period,  this  term  of  1 712  expressly  as- 

aigned  by  a  deed  dated  in  1820,  to  which  the  same  Seton 

IB  made  a  party,  and  by  which  he  assigns  the  term  to  John 

Smith  as  a  trustee     So  that  the  conveyancers  did  not 

treat  the  term  as  merged.     I  apprehend  that  is  a  sound 

cofDstruction.      It  is  contrary  to  the  intent  of  law  when 

^hree  persons,  described  as  executors,  assign  over  an  estate 

for  an  actual  term  vested  in  them  as  executors,  followed  by 

tiie  words,  "and  all  the  estate  &c./'  to  hold,  that  the  a&- 

signment  passes  also  the  rights  which  those  executors  held 

^dividually  for  their  own  benefit  in  the  same  estate. 

I  should,  therefore,  consider  the  term  of  1712  as  an  out- 
•*^ding  term  in  1820.     If  outstanding  in  1820,  and  then 

^'gned  in  trust  for  the  inheritance,  I  cannot  now  deal 

^^  it  as  a  surrendered  term,  or  as  any  thing  else  than  an 
^tfitanding  legal  interest     If  so,  it  takes  priority  of  the 

^^  interest  in  the  1768  term,  and  the  Defendant  Harri- 

^^  did  not  take  the  legal  estate. 


^l 


TTie  advowson  stands  in  a  diflferent  position,  I  am  in- 
^ed  to  think ;  and  perhaps  it  may  be  necessary  to  hold, 
**^^t,  as  regards  the  advowson,  the  terms  must  be  presumed 
^  Ixave  been  surrendered. 

X  should  mention,  first,  that  there  is  an  intermediate 

^^**xn  which  I  have  not  noticed,  a  fifth  term  created  in 

^^2.    It  is  only  necessary  to  be  noticed,  because  it  pre- 

"^eots  all  the  other  terms  from  merging  in  the  fee.     As  re- 
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gards  the  advowson,  in  1803  the  1745  term,  which  had 
been  sold  to  VaUlant,  was  vested  in  the  Defendant  Htugh 
Smith,  in  trust  for  Hugh  Smith,  the  father.  The  assign- 
ment is  somewhat  unusually  worded.  It  is  not  an  assign- 
ment "  upon  trust  to  attend  the  inheritance/'  but  "  upon 
trust  for  Hugh  Smith,  the  father,  his  executors,  adminis- 
trators, and  assigns.''  In  the  same  year  the  terms  of  1712 
and  174!l  were  assigned,  as  to  the  advowson,  to  Raymond 
JRowe.  The  consequence  would  seem  to  be,  that,  so  far  as 
regards  the  advowson,  the  1741  term  being  the  next  term 
expectant  on  the  1712  term,  the  term  of  1712  merged  in 
the  term  of  1741,  and  in  1803,  the  term  of  1741  became, 
in  effect,  the  only  term  vested  in  Raym/md  Rowe.  This 
assignment  also  was  expressed  to  be  upon  trust  for  Hugh 
Smith,  the  father,  "  his  executors,  administrators,  and  as- 
signs." In  1803,  therefore,  as  regards  the  advowson,  the 
term  of  1741  was  in  Raym/ynd  Rowe,  and  the  term  of 
1745  was  in  the  Defendant  Hugh  Smith,  and  both  in  trust 
for  Hugh  Smith,  the  father,  his  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns. 


Then,  in  1831,  by  the  operation  of  the  will  of  Hugh 
Sm,ith,  the  father,  the  legal  estate  in  the  reversion  becomes 
vested  in  the  present  Hugh  Sm^ith;  and  upon  this  a  ques- 
tion arises  of  some  nicety — whether  there  is  any  interme- 
diate estate  or  not.  The  1768  term  did  not  affect  the 
advowson,  and  the  term  of  1802  was  created  just  before  the 
deed  of  1803.  The  term  of  1802  conveyed  the  manor,  I 
suppose,  with  general  words;  but  that  does  not  distinctly 
appear.  If  it  conveyed  the  manor  with  general  words, 
then  the  advowson  passed  as  appendant  to  the  manor,  and 
would  be  comprised  in  the  term  of  1802;  and  in  that  case 
the  term  of  1 802  would  be  the  term  expectant  on  the  ter- 
mination of  the  term  of  1745,  which  in  1802  was  outstand- 
ing in  VaiUant  or  those  who  claimed  through  him,  and 
which  in  1803  came  to  the  Defendant  Hu^/h  Smith  in 
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trust  for  his  fether,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  bb- 
dgns]  and  that  would  prevent  any  merger  resulting  in  con- 
sequenoe  of  the  life  interest  acquired  by  the  Defendant 
H^t^ghSmWi,  and  the  term  of  1745  would  remain  outstand- 
ings in  him.  And  it  seems  to  me,  as  the  terms  of  1741  and 
1T45  in  the  advowson  do  not  appear  to  have  been  dealt 
with  from  the  remote  date  of  1803,  that  one  of  two  things 
mxist  be  supposed:  eitJier  the  term  of  1802  did  not  com- 
prise the  advowson,  and  the  terms,  or  at  least  that  of  1745, 
k&Te  merged  in  the  inheritance,  or  they  must  be  presumed 
to  have  been  surrendered.  The  case  does  not  seem  to  me 
to  he  dear,  and  I  have  not  considered  it  necessary  to  pursue 
it;  inth  the  same  minuteness  as  regards  the  advowson. 

is  regards  the  manor,  I  do  not  think  the  term  of  1712 

^as  either  merged  or  surrendered,  and  that  prevents  the 

^gal  estate  being  in  Harrison.     As  regards  the  advow- 

®^u,  the  case  is  mvolved  in  more  difficulty.     Something 

^^Das  to  have  been  done  about  this   in  the   order  ob- 

^iied  in  1851,  for  Mr.  Harrison  to  convey  the  advowson 

*^  lieu  of  Hugh  Smith.     There  is  this  peculiarity,  that  it 

^^  held  in  trust  for  Hv^h  Smith,  his  executors,  adminis- 

^^tors,  and  assigns,  and  was  not  a  trust  to  attend  the  inhe- 

"^^•^Hce.     Whether  it  was  by  way  of  precaution  that  it  was 

^^lie,  I  know  not,  but  on  obtaining  that  order  the  advow- 

^U  was  dealt  witii  differently  from  the  rest;  and  as  to  that 

^  l^ve  not  come  to  so  clear  a  conclusion  as  to  the  precise 

^Shtfi  of  the  parties  as  if  I  had  thought  it  necessary  to  de- 

^^^e  the  case  on  that  point 

The  result  is,  that  the  decree  must  be  simply  as  prayed. 


1865. 


JwigmimL 


"Mr.  Archibald  Smith  recalled  to  the  recollection  of  the 
Court  the  argument,  that,  before  the  Defendant  Harri- 
son had  notice  of  the  Plaintiflfe'  security  of  1843,  he  had 
appropriated  the  surplus  of  the  purchase  money  in  satisfac- 
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tion  of  his  own  mortgage;  and  inasmuch  as  a  payment  by 
him  to  any  other  incumbrancer  would  have  been  good  be- 
fore notice,  this  appropriation  or  payment  to  himself  was 
good  also,  and  should  not  be  disturbed. 

The  Vice-Chancellor: — 

I  considered  that  point  It  crossed  my  mind  when  go- 
ing through  the  papers,  that  the  money  had  not  got  out  of 
your  hands.  As  the  Vice'ChanceUor  puts  it  in  Wihnot  v. 
Pike  (a),  you  could,  without  any  breach  of  trust,  have  paid 
the  surplus  to  persons  who  had  got  subsequent  incum- 
brances; but  if  I  find  it  in  your  hands,  I  cannot  permit 
you  to  say  you  have  appropriated  it  to  yourself. 

I  must  declare  that  the  several  incumbrances  created  by 
Iljigh  Smith  and  Hugh  WcUlis  Smith,  or  either  of  them, 
had  pnority  according  to  the  dates  of  the  several  instru- 
ments by  which  they  were  created,  as  to  the  estates  in- 
cluded therein;  and  that  in  the  Plaintififs"  securities  the 
advowson  passed,  as  appendant  to  the  manor,  by  the  effect 
of  the  general  words. 


(a)  6  Hai-e,  21. 
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CHAPPELL  V.  SHEARD  (a).  ^^-  2jw?  d: 

^  '  3rd, 

1  HE  Flamtifi&,  who  carried  on  business  under  the  style  or  Popy^r  Song 

— riame  and 

firm  of  "  JuUien  &  Co,,'*  claimed  to  be  the  publishers  and  DetcHptUm— 
sole  proprietors  of  a  song  called  "  Minnie/'  consisting  of  j^^ahnT^  * 
words  set  to  music,  with  a  symphoay  and  accompaniments,  certidn^u- 
which  was  first  published  by  the  Plaintiffs  on  the  6th  of  "ic  publish- 

crd  iiftviiifr 

November,  1854,  and  on  the  title  page  of  which  was  printed  adapted  ori- 

-' Minnie,'  sung  by  Madame  ^nna  2%tHcm  and  Miss  Do%  ST^IcTa^^^ 

at  HoDsieur  JvMien's  Concerts ;  written  by  Oeorge  Lirdey.  <»"  ^»  which 

London:  JuUien  A  Co.,  234,  RegeTit-street,  and  ^to^King-  ran^for 

lired,"   The  title  page  also  contained  a  portrait  of  Madame  the  bo^so 

Anm  ThUl(m,  taken  from  a  Uthographed  drawing  made  "^^^  **"* 

for  the  Plaintiflfe,  and  at  their  expense,  by  an  artist,  to  "Minnie," and 
I        __    ,  .  /oi  .!»  i%       1  procured  it  to 

Whom  Madame  Anna  ThiUon  sat  for  the  purpose.  be  sung  by 

Madame  Anna 
mi  t        ^    1  .  11^       Thillonr—tk 

The  words  of  the  song  were  written  and  composed  by  popular  singer 

one  George  Lvnley,  and  by  him  set  to  an  old  Ame^'ican  u^*g  concerts 

melody  known  as  "  Lillie  Dale,"  in  which  there  was  no  j^/^J^'j|. 

copyright;    and  he  arranged  the  symphony  and  accom-  had  by  that 

«        ,  ...  ,  ,        ,  -    means  become 

paniments  for  the  song,  addmg  a  cadence  at  the  close,  and  a  favourite 

assigned  the  copyright  therein  to  the  Plaintiffs.  ^bluh'^it 

vrith  a  title 
page,  contain- 
ing t  picture  of  the  singer  who  had  brought  the  song  into  notice,  and  the  words  "  Minnie, 
lUDg  by  lladame  Anna  ThiUon  and  Mi^s  Dolby  at  JuUkn't  Concerts,  written  by  George 
^«^,"  &c. : — Hddf  that  the  publishers  had  by  these  means  obtained  a  right  of  property  in 
that  Dame  and  description  of  their  song  which  a  Court  of  equity  would  restrain  any  person 
Dom  infrioging. 

Another  music  publisher  subsequently  published  the  same  melody,  with  different  words, 
and  upon  the  title  page  they  placed  a  similar  portrait  of  Madame  Anna  ThilUm,  with 
the  words  "  Minnie  Dale,  sung  at  JnUien'a  Concerts  (and  always  encored)  by  Madame 
^»»a  ThiUon:  the  Music  composed  by  //.  S.  Thompson*'  &c.,  this  song  having  never,  in 
troth,  been  sung  by  Madame  Anna  TliUlon  at  JtUlicn'M  concerts. 

^«W,  that  this  was  a  palpable  attempt  to  induce  the  public  to  believe  that  the  song  so 
pabli«hed  was  the  same  as  that  of  the  first  publishers,  and  at  their  suit  an  injunction  was 
P»nted  on  interlocutory  application  to  restrain  this  or  any  other  similar  infringement  of 
their  right  to  the  name  and  description  of  their  soug. 

Stnble,  that  such  a  suit  should  bo  instituted  without  delay  after  discovering  the  infringe- 
ment 

(a)  See  the  next  case. 


118 


CASES  IN  CHANCEKY. 


The  proprietorship  of  the  copjrright  and  the  assignment 
had  been  entered  at  Stationers'  Hall. 


"  Minnie  "  was  sung  by  Madame  Anna  TltHlon  at  certain 
public  concerts  at  Drury  Lane  and  Covent  Garden  theatres 
in  the  months  of  November  and  December,  1854,  and 
January  and  February,  1855,  and  was  very  successful,  and 
became  popular. 


The  Defendant  Sheard  was  a  nrasic  publisher  carrying 
on  business  at  the  Musical  Bouquet  OflSce,  No.  192,  High 
Holbom,  and  the  Defendant  Alien  was  a  music  publisher 
carrying  on  business  at  No.  20,  Warwick-lane^  Paternoster- 
row.  In  the  month  of  June,  1855,  the  Defendants  publish- 
ed a  song  to  the  same  air,  which  they  called  "  Minnie  Dale," 
on  the  title  page  of  which  were  printed  the  words^  '*  Musical 
Bouquet.  Minnie  Dale,  simg  at  JuUien's  Concerts  (and  al- 
ways encored)  by  Madame  Annxi  Thillon,  The  music 
composed  by  H.  8.  Thompson,  London,  Musical  Bouquet 
Office,  No.  192,  High  Holbom;  and  J,  Alien,  20,  War- 
wick-lane,  Paternoster-row."  On  this  title  page  was  also 
a  portrait  of  Madame  Anna  Thillon,  which  was  a  copy, 
with  some  slight  alterations,  but  reduced  in  size,  of  the 
portrait  on  the  title  page  of  the  Plaintiffs'  song  "  Minnie  ; " 
but  the  words  of  Minnie  Dale  were  different  from  the 
words  of  the  Plaintiffs'  song  "Minnie;"  and  the  statement, 
contained  on  the  title  page  of  "  Minnie  Dale,"  that  that 
song  was  sung  at  JuUiens  concerts  by  Madame  Anna 
Thillon,  was  untrua 


The  Plaintiffs  first  became  acquainted  with  the  fact  of  the 
publication  by  the  Defendants  on  the  20th  of  June,  1855, 
and  they  immediately  issued  and  sent  round  to  the  music- 
sellers  and  publishers  in  London  and  elsewhere  a  circular 
in  the  following  terms :  "  To  music-sellers  and  publishers — 
*  Minnie '  Caution  1     Two  spurious  editions  of  this  popular 
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song  having  been  issued,  we  hereby  caution  you  not  to  sell 
the  same,  as  we  intend  taking  proceedings  against  any  one 
who  offers  copies  for  sale.  On  the  other  side  is  an  exact 
copy  of  the  title  of  each  for  your  guidance.  We  are, 
yours  obediently,  JvMen  A  Co.y  214,  Regent-street,  June, 
1855."  On  the  other  side  of  the  circular  was  a  copy  of  the 
title  page  of  "  Minnie  Dale."  On  the  10th  of  July,  1855, 
the  Plainti£&  caused  a  copy  of  this  circular  to  be  left  for  the 
Defendants  at  the  Musical  Bouquet  Office,  the  place  of 
busmess  of  the  Defendant  Sheard  ;  and  the  publication  of 
"Minnie  Dale*'  not  having  been  discontinued,  on  the  28th 
of  the  same  month  the  Plainti&  caused  a  copy  of  the 
same  notice  to  be  left  at  No.  20,  Warwick-Ume,  the  place  of 
boriness  of  the  Defendant  Alien. 
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8t<Uement, 


The  PIainti&  now  filed  their  bill  against  Slieard  and 
AJUn,  praying  for  an  account  and  payment  of  all  the 
profits  made  by  the  Defendants  upon  the  sale  of  the  said 
Bong  "  Minnie  Dale,"  and  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the 
Defendants  from  printing,  publishing,  selling,  exposing  for 
»le,  or  otherwise  disposing  of  the  said  song  "  Minnie  Dale,*' 
or  any  copy  or  copies  thereof,  or  any  other  publication  con- 
sisting of  or  containing  a  colourable  imitation  or  adaptation 
of  the  said  song  "  Minnie,"  or  the  name,  title,  or  title  page 
thereof,  or  the  portrait  lithographed  on  the  title  page 
thereof,  and  from  otherwise  pirating  the  said  song  "  Minnie  " 
or  infringing  the  copyright  of  the  Plaintiffs  therein. 


Mr.  RoU,   Q.  C,   and  Mr.  Chapmnn  Barber  for  the     Argument. 
Plaintiffs. 


Mr.  Daniel,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  W,  D,  Lewis  for  the  De- 
fendants. 
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Judgment, 


Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood: — 

There  are  four  things  which  are  the  maiu  characteristics 
of  the  PlaintiflFs'  song  with  reference  to  the  purchasing 
public — the  name  of  the  song — the  person  by  whom  it  was 
sung — ^the  name  of  the  composer,  and  possibly,  I  may  add, 
the  name  of  the  publisher.  Those  are  the  characteristics 
by  which  any  one  wishing  to  buy  the  song  would  describe  it 
The  name  of  this  song,  which  has  acquired  such  popularity, 
is  "Minnie;"  it  was  sung  by  a  popular  singer  Madame 
Arma  ThiUon  ;  and  therefore  the  name  of  "  Minnie,"  and 
the  fact  of  its  being  sung  by  this  lady,  are  very  important 
ingredients  in  the  description  of  the  thing  to  be  sold.  The 
two  other  points,  the  composer's  name  and  the  publisher's 
name,  are  not  in  question.  The  Defendants  do  not  profess 
that  their  song  is  by  the  same  composer  or  the  same  pub- 
lisher. But  the  first  thing  anybody  proposing  to  purchase 
the  song  would  say  would  probably  be  "  I  want  Minnie, 
simg  by  Madame  ThiUon  ;  "  that  name  and  description,  it 
seems  to  me,  the  Defendants  have  no  right  to  whatever.  The 
Plaintiffs'  publication  is  the  identical  song  which  that  lady 
did  sipg;  it  was  composed  for  the  Plaintiffs;  it  is  called 
by  the  name  of  "  Minnie ;"  and  they  had  a  perfect  right  to  in- 
title  it  "  Minnie,"  as  a  song  sung  by  this  lady ;  and  then^ 
the  name  having  acquired  a  celebrity  as  the  name  of  a  song 
simg  by  her,  the  Defendants  advertise  another  song  by  the 
same  name  as  sung  by  this  lady,  which  cannot  be  meant 
merely  to  refer  to  the  melody  as  sung  by  her.  No  person 
who  heard  "Scots  wha  hae"  sung  by  Braluiniy  would 
ask  for  "Hey  Tuitte  Taitte,"  the  name  of  the  old  me- 
lody. Therefore  it  seems  to  me  that  there  was  a  plain 
and  palpable  purpose  in  the  assumption  of  the  name.  The 
original  song  as  sung  in  America  was  "  Lillie  Dale,"  and 
the  Defendants  have  changed  it  into  "  Minnie  Dale  sung  by 
Madame  ThiUon/*  and  such  a  description  can  be  for  no  other 
purpose  than  to  appropriate  the  property  of  the  Plaintiffs. 
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I  think  the  portrait  is  a  minor  incident  It  is  so  common 
to  put  those  extraordinary  looking  objects  called  "Por- 
traits" on  such  songs,  that  I  do  not  think  much  of  that 
K  the  notion  of  the  purchasers  concerning  the  song  was 
formed  from  the  portrait,  they  would  certainly  never  mis- 
take one  for  the  other ;  but  the  principal  thing  is  the  name 
of  the  song  and  the  person  by  whom  it  is  sung. 

Some  observations  were  made  as  to  the  unfairness  of  the 
Plaintiflfe  in  printing  on  the  title  page  of  their  song,  "  written 
hjOeorge  Linley ;"  they  may  have  no  objection  to  the 
public  believing  that  Linley  did  compose  the  music  as  well 
as  write  the  words,  still  the  representation  is  "  written  by.** 
The  Defendants'  witness  says,  however,  that  the  words 
"written  by'*  ere  so  small  that  the  public  would  not  see 
them.  I  cannot  say  that.  They  are  printed  in  a  fainter 
character  unquestionably.  But  if  the  words  "  written  by  " 
are  seen,  nobody  seeing  "  written  by  "  Lvrdey  would  ne- 
cessarily suppose  it  was  composed  by  him.  The  words 
"written  by ''  are  so  constantly  used  in  a  dififerent  sense, 
that  nobody  would  conclude  it  was  composed  by  him.  Then, 
on  the  inside,  the  name  is  put  where  the  composer's 
Dame  generally  is,  but  I  cannot  lay  great  stress  on  that. 
There  is  nothing  stated  on  the  outside  about  composed 
—it  is  ''written  by"  George  Lvrdey;  if  they  had  put 
the  words  "  arranged "  by  him,  it  could  not  be  other- 
wise than  a  truthful  representation  of  what  was  actually 
done. 


Judgment, 


There  remains  one  other  point.  One  of  the  Plaintifis 
alone  has  sworn  that  he  did  not  know  of  this  publication 
until  a  recent  period ;  which  would  be  a  most  unfair  repre- 
sentation if  it  did  not  mean  that  neither  he  nor  any  of  his 
partners  knew  of  it.  But  looking  at  the  circumstances  of 
this  publication  and  the  Plaintiflfs  being  musical  publishers^ 
and  the  Defendants'  publication  having  been  made  some 
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Judgmeni, 


time,  I  think  it  is  right  that  the  want  of  knowledge  should 
be  more  definitely  stated  in  the  Plaintiffs'  evidence ;  as  no 
knowledge  is  actually  brought  home  to  them,  I  think  it  is  not 
wrong  to  allow  further  evidence  to  be  given  by  affidavit  to 
prove  that  neither  of  the  Plaintifis  knew  of  the  infringe- 
ment by  the  Defendants  until  a  recent  period. 


-4iigr.  3.  On  this  day  the  required  evidence  was  read  to  the  Court, 

and  the  Vice-Chancellor  thereupon  made  an  order  for  an 
injunction  to  restrain  the  Defendants  from  printing,  pub- 
lishing, selling,  exposing  for  sale,  or  otherwise  disposing  of 
the  said  song  "  Minnie  Dale,"  or  any  copy  or  copies  thereof 
or  any  other  publication  containing  a  colourable  imitation 
of  the  name,  title,  or  title  page  of  the  Plaintiffs'  said 
song. 
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CHAPPELL  V.  DAVIDSON.  Nav.mh. 

HIS  was  another  suit  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  injwuetu 


publication  and   sale  of  another  imitation   of  the  same  tkePkSiuifi 

song  as  was  the  subject  of  the  suit  in  the  last  preceding  ~"^^*' 

case.  ^^  Plain- 

ti£b  hftTing 
published  a 
song,  cm  the 

The  Defendant  was  a  music  publisher  in  London,  who,  title  page  of 
without  the  permission,  of  the  Plaintifife,  in  May  or  June,  ^^MtraiT^* 
1855,  published  a  song  intitled  "  Minnie,  dear  Minnie,"  on  ^j^??*^'?* 
the  title  page  of  which  were  the  words  "  Minnie,  dear  Min-  the  words 
^e.  Madame  Anna  ThUlon.    London:  Davidson's  Hu-  byMidwD!e"* 
sical  Treasury,  Peter's  HiU,  Doctors'  Commons:'    There  i^^^^ 
Was   also  upon  the  same  title    page,    above   the  words  hy&tJuUien'M 

44  "ma*  Coooerts. 

Madame  Anna  ThiUon"  a  lithographed  portrait  of  Ma-  written  by 

Oearge  Lin- 
^.  ley,"  Ac,  and 

*^^^^  «0Qg  having  become  very  popular,  the  Defendant  subsequently  published  another  song, 
PP^alBting  of  different  words  to  the  same  air  (in  which  there  was  no  copyright),  with  a 
^}^  page  on  which  was  a  different  portrait  of  Madame  Anna  ThUUm,  copied  from  an  Ame- 
^^<%4y  publication,  and  the  words,  "  Minnie,  dear  Minnie.  Madame  Anna  ThUlon:** — Hdd, 
p^^t  this  was  an  obvious  attempt  to  pass  off  the  Defendant's  publication  for  that  of  the 
^ /^utiffe,  which  had  obtained  the  public  favour,  and  this  attempt  was  restrained  by  an  in- 
*^locutory  injunction  without  imposing  upon  the  parties  the  necessity  of  trying  the  right 

-^eld  also,  that  the  words  "  Written  by  George  Linley,"  who  was  chiefly  known  as  a 
T'^'^aical  composer,  on  the  title  page  of  the  Plaintiffs'  song,  did  not  so  clearly  manifest  an 
^t^ution  to  mislead  the  public  into  the  belief  that  the  music  was  composed  by  him,  as  to 
^^T>iive  the  PlaintifiBi  of  their  right  to  the  injunction. 

Nor  did  the  entry  at  Stationers*  Hall  of  the  music  as  well  as  the  words  of  the  song, 
^^hough  the  Flaintifib  might  have  entered  only  those  parts  of  the  publication  to  whidi 
«*ey  had  an  exclusive  right. 

^6  Defendant  could  not  escape  his  liability  by  cautioning  his  shopmen  to  explain  to 
Purchasers  that  his  song  was  not  the  same  as  the  Plaintiffs',  because  he  could  not  secure 
^'^^  retail  dealers  puro^wing  from  him  would  give  the  same  information  to  their  customers. 

.  -An  interim  injunction  having  been  granted,  the  Defendant,  instead  of  submitting,  in- 
"^>^ted  on  his  right  to  continue  the  publication  of  his  song: — Held,  that  he  must  pay  the 
^^^*^  of  a  motion  against  him  to  continue  the  injunction,  although  it  appeared  that  no 
application  had  been  made  to  him  by  the  Plaintiffs  previously  to  the  filing  of  the  bill. 

Another  part  of  the  Plaintiffs'  case  being,  that  the  Defendant  had  pirated  two  bars  of 
^^^c  which  had  been  added  by  the  Plaint&s  to  the  original  air,  the  Court  refused  to  ex- 
rf'J^  the  iig  unction  to  restrain  such  piracy  until  the  fact  had  been  established  by  a  trial 
*^l*w. 
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1855.        dame  Anna  ThiUan,  but  dissimilar  from  the  portrait  on 
the  title  page  of  the  Plaintiffs'  song  "  Minnie." 

In  "Minnie,  dear  Minnie,"  words  were  set  to  the  air 
Statemctu.  "  Lillie  Dale,"  with  a  symphony  and  accompaniments  re- 
sembling those  of  the  Plaintiffs'  song  "Minnie;"  but  the 
words  of  the  Defendant's  song  were  not  the  same  as  those 
of  "  Minnie,"  though  they  contained  passages  which  the 
Plaintiff  alleged  resembled,  and  were  colourably  imitated 
from,  passages  in  the  words  of  "  Minnie." 

The  Plaintiffs  filed  the  bill  in  this  suit,  alleging  that 
the  publication  of  the  Defendant  was  published  by  him 
with  a  view  of  inducing  the  public  to  believe  that  it  was 
the  same  song  as  that  sung  by  Madame  Awna  ThiUony 
and  published  by  the  Plaintiffs  under  the  title  of  "  Minnie," 
and  to  purchase  the  same  accordingly  to  the  injury  of  the 
Plaintiffs.  That  the  Defendant's  song,  "  Minnie,  dear  Min- 
nie/' had  never  been  sung  by  Madame  Anna  ThiUon,  and 
that  song  and  the  name  and  title  thereof,  and  the  portrait 
lithographed  thereon,  were  a  piratical  imitation  of  the  pub- 
lication of  the  Plaintifi^,  as  would  appear  by  inspection 
and  comparison  of  the  two  publications  respectively,  and 
were  an  infringement  of  the  aforesaid  copyright  of  the 
Plaintiflfe. 

The  bill  prayed  an  account  and  payment  of  the  profits 
made  by  the  Defendant  upon  the  sale  of  the  song  "  Min- 
nie, dear  Minnie,"  and  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  De- 
fendant from  printing,  publishing,  selling,  or  exposing  for 
sale,  or  otherwise  disposing  of  the  said  song  "  Minnie,  dear 
Minnie,"  or  any  copies  or  copy  thereof,  or  any  other  pub- 
lication consisting  of  or  containing  a  colourable  imitation  or 
adaptation  of  the  said  song  "  Minnie,"  or  the  words,  name, 
title,  or  title  page  thereof,  and  from  otherwise  pirating 
the  said  song  or  infringing  the  copyright  of  the  Plaintiffs 
therein. 
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The  Defendant's  case  was,  that,  having  previously  pub- 
lished the  J.  Tw^t-ican  song  "Lillie  Dale,''  in  April,  1855, 
he  purchased  &om  a  lady  some  verses  written  by  her  to 
the  old  air  of  "  Lillie  Dale,"  and  gave  them  to  a  musical 
professor,  together  with  a  manuscript  copy  of  the  air,  in 
Older  to  enable  him  to  compose  suitable  symphonies  and 
accompaniments,  being  at  the  time  totally  ignorant  of  the 
symphonies  and  accompaniments  composed  by  Li/nley  for 
the  same  air;  and  that  the  professor  employed  by  the  De- 
fendant composed  symphonies  and  accompaniments  accord- 
ingly, and  added  two  bars  as  a  refrain  to  the  air,  and 
without  any  knowledge  of  the  Plainti&'  song,  and  that  he 
copied  the  entire  design  of  the  title  page  from  an  ATneri- 
can  publication,  called  "  Dreams  of  Homa''  The  Defend- 
ant further  stated,  that  the  words  of  his  song  differed  en- 
tirely fix)m  the  words  of  the  Plaintiffe'  song,  and  that  the 
Plaintife'  song  was  written  as  though  by  a  woman,  while 

Defendant's  was  supposed  to  be  by  a  man. 
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It  appeared  that  no  application  had  been  made  to  the 
Defendant  to  discontinue  publishing  his  song  before  the 

filing  of  the  bilL 

An  interim  injunction  had  been  granted  against  the  De- 
fendant in  the  Long  Vacation.  This  was  a  motion  to  con- 
tinue it 


^HoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Chapman  Barber  for  the  Plain-     Argument. 


*fr-  Danid,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Sehvyn  for  the  Defendant. 

The  arguments  are  fully  noticed  in  the  judgment     The 
^^^^^  ^ferred  to  were  Flavd  v.  Harrison  (a)  and  Perry  v. 


(a)  10  Hare,  467. 


(b)  6  Beav.  66. 
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Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood: — 

This  case  depends  rather  upon  the  question,  whether  the 
Defendant  has  a  right  to  sell,  as  his  own,  that  in  which 
another  has  acquired  a  description  of  property,  than  on  the 
question  of  copyright  In  truth,  there  is  no  infringement 
at  all  of  what  is  strictly  called  copyright;  there  is  no  piracy 
of  words,  and  the  only  thing  which  resembles  an  infringe- 
ment of  copyright  is  the  alleged  piracy  of  two  bars  of 
music.  The  question  here  is  identical  with  that  which 
arose  in  ChappeU  v.  Sheard  (a). 

There  was  a  certain  song,  called  '*  LiUie  Dale,"  the  air  of 
which  was  invented  in  America,  and  it  was  a  song  well 
known  apparently  there, — ^not  so  well  known,  it  is  said,  in 
England,  but  which  had  been  published  by  the  Defendant 
himself  in  Englamd.  I  gather  that  it  does  not  appear  to 
have  become  popular  or  available  as  property  under  the 
name  of  "  Lillie  Dale.'' 

The  Plaintiflfe,  however,  thinking  that  the  air  had  merit 
in  it,  obtained  words,  composed  by  Mr.  Lvrdey,  to  suit  the 
air,  and  they  gave  to  this  new  song  the  name  of  "  Minnie." 
That  was  not  the  first  word  of  the  song,  which  begins, 
"  When  the  sun  is  high  in  the  bright  blue  sky;"  but  the 
Plaintiflfe  chose  to  give  to  this  song  the  name  of  "Minnie." 
Of  course,  they  had  a  right  to  compose  such  a  song;  they 
adapted  the  air  with  a  certain  change  of  arrangements, 
and  the  introduction  of  certain  bars,  giving  a  cadence  at 
the  close  on  which  the  musical  professors  set  some  value; 
and  then  the  Plaintiffs  procured,  under  an  arrangement 
which  they  had  made  with  M.  JuUien,  the  advantage  of 
Madame  Anna  ThiUon'a  popularity,  and  she  gave  general 
notoriety  to  the  song  by  singing  it  at  M.  JvMen's  con- 
certs. That  circmnstance  seems  to  have  caused  the  song 
to  acquire  considerable  popularity.  In  consequence  of  this, 
it  appears  that,  both  in  Sheard'a  case  and  in  this,  there 


(a)  Slip.  p.  117. 
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was  a  manifest  anxiety  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant  to         igf^ 
\atimate  to  the  public,  that  the  song  which  the  Defendant 
poUished  was  the  song  sung  by  Madame  Av/na  ThUJUm. 

The  proceedings  of  the  Defendant  in  this  case  have  been  •^•«^^"»««<- 
sudi  as  to  make  it  impossible  to  believe  that  he  did  not 
intend  the  public  to  suppose  that  his  publication  was  the 
identical  song  which  Madame  Anna  TkUlon  had  sung,  and 
which  had  become  so  popular  through  her  singing  it  It  is 
ttid,  that  he  calls  it  "  Minnie,  dear  Minnie,"  and  not  **  Min- 
nie "alone,  and  that  he  has  simply  placed  a  portrait  of 
Madame  Anna  TkUlon  on  the  title  page,  and  put  her  name 
below.  I  adhere  to  my  original  view,  that  the  portrait  is  of 
verysmaU  consequence ;  but  placingthe  name  Madame  J.  nna 
ThSlofii  on  the  title  page  of  the  song  is  of  considerable  im- 
portance. Nobody  would  know,  I  should  suppose,  that  the 
portrait  was  intended  for  that  lady  if  her  name  had  not 
been  written  underneath  it  Now,  what  honest  motive 
could  the  Defendant  possibly  have  in  using  the  names  of 
•Minnie,"  and  ''Madame  Anvui  Thillon?"  He  says,  that, 
^  the  singing  of  this  song  by  Madame  Anna  ThiMon,  he 
having  published  the  Americam,  song  "  Lillie  Dale,"  a  lady, 
Mrs.  Brotvn,  brought  to  him  words  which  he  thought 
would  go  very  well  to  the  air.  Those  words  began,  "  Min- 
JMe,  dear  Minnie."  It  is  said,  that  this  lady  is  not  to  be 
found  now.  He  does  not  tell  us  what  put  it  into  his  head 
^  use  these  words  "  Minnie,  dear  Minnie  "  as  the  heading 
of  this  song,  which  was  before  known  by  the  name  of 
"Lillie  Dale;"  but  I  think  the  meaning  and  purpose  of  the 
Defendant's  acts  are  very  manifest, — ^the  same  air  having 
oeen  aheady  adapted  to  a  song  with  the  name  of  "  Minnie." 
The  Defendant  avers  that  he  took  a  portrait  of  Madame 
Anrui  ThUlon  firom  an  American  work,  called  "  Dreams 
of  Home,"  and  placed  it  on  his  title  page.  But,  then,  why 
"M  he  think  of  applying  the  portrait  of  Madame  Anna 
^^flon  and  her  name  to  this  song?  He  might  as  well 
have  taken  Madame  Grisi  or  any  other  person.     Of  course, 
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it  is  palpable  that  he  meant  the  public  to  understand  that 
this  thing  which  he  was  about  to  sell  was  the  identical 
song  which  was  sung  by  Madame  Anna  Thillon,  under  the 
name  of  '*  Minnia'^  Of  that  I  cannot  have  the  least  possi- 
ble doubt  That  is  similar  to  what  occurred  in  Sheard'a 
case;  and  it  seems  to  me  that  it  is  impossible  for  any  other 
person  to  claim  the  right  of  doing  such  an  act  after  the 
Plaintiff  had  Acquired  a  popularity  for  their  song  by  the 
name  of  "Minnie,"  and  had  procured  it  to  be  simg  by 
Madame  Anna  ThiUon,  and  the  song  had  become  known 
to  all  vendors  of  music  by  that  name  and  description.  A 
person  wanting  to  purchase  it  would  say, — Give  me  such 
and  such  a  song,  simg  by  such  and  such  a  person,-^— give 
me  "Minnie,"  sung  by  Madame  Anna  ITiiZUyru  That 
would  be  the  common  name  by  which  the  song  would  be 
inquired  for;  and  then  a  purchaser  asking  for  the  Plain- 
tifi&'  song  in  that  way  might  have  this  song  which  was 
published  by  the  Defendant  given  to  hiuL  It  is  useless 
for  the  Defendant  to  allege  as  a  defence,  after  he  has  done 
his  best  to  lead  the  public  to  suppose  that  this  is  the  song 
sung  by  Madame  ThiUon^  that  he  cautioned  his  shop-boys 
and  others  to  say  that  it  was  not  the  song  of  the  Plaintiffs, 
and  that  the  picture  outside  his  song  was  merely  a  fancy 
portrait  which  he  had  put  there,  and  the  song  was  entirely 
a  diflFerent  composition  from  that  of  the  Plaintifib.  An 
observation  was  made  upon  that  in  argument  which  was 
sufficiently  obvious,  and  on  which  I  acted  in  the  former 
case,  and  which  was  also  acted  upon  in  Sykea  v.  Sykes  (a), 
at  common  law.  There  it  was  proved,  that  the  wholesale 
imitator  of  the  Plaintiffs'  trade-mark  sold  the  goods  so 
marked,  distinctly  representing  that  they  were  manufac- 
tured by  himself  and  not  by  the  Plaintiflfe;  but  then  it  was 
answered,  he  sold  them  to  retail  dealers,  that  those  retail 
dealers  might  sell  them  to  the  public,  who  would  buy 
them  as  the  goods  of  the  Plaintiffs.     So,  here,  Mr.  David-' 


(a)  3  R  &  C.  441. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

B€>n  might  sell  copies  of  his  song  with  the  same  intimation 
to  xetail  dealers,  but  there  is  no  security  that  those  retail 
dealers  would  sell  them  with  the  same  caution  to  the 
p-ullia 

l^at  I  proceeded  upon  in  Sheard*8  case  is  what  equally 

appears  in  this  case — ^namely,  the  appearance  of  the  title 

page,  and  the  use  of  the  name  of  Madame  Anna  ThiUon. 

I  do  not  think  that  the  omission  of  the  words  "  sung  by" 

can  make  the  Defendant's  case  better.     That  seems  to  me 

only  to  indicate  a  consciousness  on  his  part,  that  he  was 

doing  what  was  wrong.     I  do  not  think  it  is  necessary  to 

lay  stress  on  the  imitation  of  two  bars  of  the  music.     That 

is  only  a  question   of  copyright;    and   certainly   if  the 

Plamtiffi  intend  to  insist  upon  it  as  copyright,  I  should 

have  to  hear  them  in  reply  upon  that,  and  to  put  them  to 

an  action  on  terms  before  I  could  continue  the  injunction. 

I  propose  to  confine  the  injunction  to  the  title  page,  omit- 

wng  the  words  "pirating  the  said  song,  or  infringing  the 

copyright  of  the  Plaintiffs  therein/' 

With  regard  to  costs,  there  would  have  been  a  great  differ- 
ence if  the  Defendant  had  done  what  it  was  competent  for 
*^  to  do.  If,  when  served  with  the  interim  injunction,  he 
'^dsaid,  "  If  you  had  applied  to  me  not  to  do  what  you  now 
^^  to  restrain  me  from  doing,  I  should  have  been  perfectly 
^^j  to  have  acceded  to  your  request ;  and  as  you  did  not  do 
^,  if  the  interim  injunction  is  continued,  I  shall  ask  for  my 
^^ts;"  there  would  have  been  a  good  deal  to  have  been  urged 
^^  the  part  of  the  Defendant,  there  having  been  no  applica- 
^^on  previously  made  to  him.  But  now  that  he  comes  for- 
ward and  insists  upon  his  right  of  publication,  such  an  ar- 
^^ent  is  at  an  end,  and  the  case  must  be  tried  upon  his 
^ht  He  has  never  made  an  offer  to  desist  from  publish- 
^.  and  I  am  obliged  to  try  it  as  1  should  try  any  other 
^^  in  which  no  previous  application  has  been  made.  If 
^^e  party  brings  the  matter  to  a  hearing  and  insists  upon 
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his  rights,  there  is  an  end  of  any  question  as  to  the  propri- 
ety of  the  preceding  application. 

When  I  investigate  those  rights,  the  only  circumstance  in 
this  case  at  all  distinguishing  it  firom  Sheard's,  is  the  al- 
leged misrepresentation  to  the  public  on  the  part  of  the 
Plaintiffs  in  holding  themselves  out  as  entitled  to  the  copy- 
right of  the  whole  of  this  publication.  In  Sheard's  case, 
the  objection  was  made  that  there  was  an  attempt  to  mis- 
lead the  public,  by  putting  Mr.  Lvnley'a  name  on  the  title 
page,  he  being  a  well-known  musical  composer,  and  quite 
as  well  known  in  that  capacity  as  a  poet,  if  not  more  so. 
There  were  on  the  title  page  in  small  print  the  words, 
"  written  by  George  Lvnley;*'  and  in  the  work  itself  his 
name  was  printed  in  the  corner,  without  anything  more, 
and  in  a  place  where  it  might  lead  to  the  inference  that  he 
was  the  author  of  the  music.  I  then  intimated  that  I  might 
have  some  misgiving  as  to  whether  there  was  or  not  a  wish 
on  the  part  of  the  PlaintijB&  to  mislead  the  public  in  that 
respect.  At  the  same  time  I  said  then,  and  I  think  so 
now,  that  it  would  be  a  great  deal  too  much  to  infer  firom 
that,  imless  something  else  untrue  had  been  stated  or  done, 
that  the  public  would  conclude  that  Oeorge  Limley  was 
the  composer  of  the  music.  Every  word  used  is  trua  It 
is  stated  that  the  song  was  "  written  by  Mr.  Oeorge  Lin- 
ley;"  and  although  in  small  print,  it  is  in  very  distinct  and 
visible  print,  and  there  is  a  separate  line  for  it,  and  no  per- 
son seeing  the  word  "written,"  would  think  that  meant 
composed.  On  the  Defendant's  song,  it  is  stated  to  be  ar- 
ranged by  G.  Halliday,  the  poetry  by  Mrs.  Louisa  Brown, 
and  the  fact  that  those  indications  are  given  in  other  works 
and  not  given  on  the  Plaintiffs'  song,  would  lead  to  the  in- 
ference, that  as  the  Plaintiflfe'  song  is  not  stated  to  have 
been  "  composed  by  G.  Linley/'  no  part  of  the  music  had 
been  composed  by  him.  I  think  that  the  inference  from 
this  circumstance  of  an  intention  to  mislead  is  too  fainty 
whatever  degree  of  suspicion  I  may  have  on  the  subject^ 
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I  bold  that  there  was  a  direct  misrepresentation  to  the 
ablic  when  every  word  stated  is  perfectly  true,  and  all 
xat  I  can  found  my  suspicions  upon  is  merely  something 
[iferentially  suggested  to  the  mind 

Hhea  the  entry  at  Statwnera*  Hall  is  relied  upon, 
ftissaming  that  the  entry  might  have  been  made  as  to 
part  of  the  publication  only,  when  Mr.  Lirdey  had  this 
entry  made,  the  actual  facts  were,  that  he  was  the  pro- 
prietor of  the  whole  of  that  portion  of  the  book  which  con- 
sists of  the  words  of  the  song;  he  was  the  proprietor  of 
ihe  arrangement  he  had  made  of  the  music,  including  the 
two  new  bars ;  but  the  song  itself  was  not  an  original 
aong— that  is  to  say,  the  world  at  large  would  have  a  right 
to  print  the  original  music  separately,  and  detached  from 
tlie  words  of  Mr.  Lvrdey,  and  from  this  representation  as 
to  the  name  of  **  Minnie,'"  and  its  being  sung  by  Madame 
A-nna  ThiUon.  However  much  it  may  go  to  the  question 
of  c(^3^ht,  the  entry  at  StatUmera'  HaU  does  not  appear 
to  me  to  amount  to  a  wilfr^  or  fraudulent  misrepresentation 

to  the  public  of  the  rights  of  Mr.  Lvrdey, 

If  it  is  sought  to  obtain  an  injunction  to  restrain  the 
piracy  of  the  two  bars,  I  must  let  that  go  to  law,  and  leave 
^ePlaintifl&  to  make  such  case  as  they  can  upon  it;  but  if 
tie  mjunction  is  to  be  confined  to  preventing  this  Defend- 
^t  from  holding  out  his  goods  to  the  public  as  being  the 
gw)d8  of  the  Plaintifife,  I  think  then,  as  in  SJieard's  case,  the 
bright  is  made  out;  and  there  is  no  such  default  on  the 
P^  of  the  Plaintifi^  in  regard  to  deception,  as  entitles  me  to 
^J  they  may  not  hold  the  injimction  on  the  same  grounds 
*8they  did  in  Sheard's  case.  As  I  have  granted  the  in- 
jection, I  do  not  impose  upon  the  Plaintiffs  the  necessity 
rf  bringing  an  action. 

Th«  Lords  Jostioea,  on  appeal,      brought,  and  reserved  the  costs 
^tinned  the  injanction,  but  on      till  after  trial  of  the  action. 
^  terms  of  an  action  being 
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Stat.  ofLimi-  JjY  an  indenture  dated  in  1824,  Noy,  and  Sheppard  sJS 

wm.  47c.  27,  his  surety,  covenanted  with  Morris  to  pay  him  an  annuity 

^rew^^Vt«<  ^^  ^^^*  ^y  quarterly  payments  for  99  years,  to  be  computed 

—Ttrvt^An-  from   the  date   of  the  indenture,   if  four  persons  therein 

rean,  named  should  so  long  live;   and  by  the  same  indenture 

In  182474.  ^^  granted  and  demised  to  Bridger  certain  freeholds,  (to 

and  A  as  hia  ^hich  he  was  entitled  in  remainder  expectant  upon  the  de- 

Burety,  cove-  i.       .        /. 

nantod  to  pay    cease  of  the  survivor  of  two  tenants  for  life,  for  a  legal  and 

Siety.^e  ^'  equitable  estate  in  fee  simple),  to  hold  to  Bridger,  his  execu- 

^^"ted^luids    ^^'  administrators,  and  assigns,  from  the  date  of  the  inden- 

to  which  he      ture  for  a  term  of  500  years,  subject  to  the  life  estates,  upon 

in  remainder     trust  to  permit  Noy  and  his  heirs  to  hold  the  premises 

upon  ^*^de-     ^^^  ^^®  ^^^  should  become  liable  to  be  sold  under  the 

cease  of  the      trusts  of  the  indenture:  and  upon  further  trust,  in  case  the 

Bumvorof  •  . 

two  tenants      annuity  or  any  part  thereof  should  be  in  arrear  by  the 

trustee  for  500  space  of  one  calender  month  next  after  any  of  the  days  or 

Sastlkf^    times  whereon  the  same  ought  to  be  paid   as  aforesaid, 

the  annuity      then  that  Bridger,   his  executors,   administrators,   or  as- 

should  be  m 

arrear  for  a       signs,  should,  without  the  necessity  of  any  further  consent 

^ttwr  before  ^^  concurrence  of  Noy,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  and  either 
or  after  the       before  or  after  the  decease  of  the  tenants  for  life  or  the 

decease  of  the 

surviving  te-  suTvivor  of  them,  make  sale  and  absolutely  dispose  of  the 
toseU^for the  said  premises,  or  such  part  or  parts  thereof  as  Bridger 
EJ^bhr^^'  should  think  proper,  for  all  the  then  residue  of  the  term  of 
of  the  annuity,  500   years  as   therein   mentioned.      The  deed   then  con- 

and  securing  •      j        j     i         •  i  i  .       , 

future  pay-       tamed  a  declaration  that  the  moneys  to  anse  by  the  sale 

ments.    JB. 
became  bank- 
rupt in  1827,  A.  in  1829.    The  last  payment  in  respect  of  the  annuity  was  made  in  1881. 
Upon  bill  filed  by  the  annuitant  in  1854,  one  of  the  life  estates  stiU  subsisting: — ffeU 
that  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  have  the  lands  sold  for  the  residue  of  the  term  according 
to  the  trust,  and  to  payment  of  all  arrears. 

All  that  HwUer  v.  Nockolds  (1  MacN.  &  G.  640)  determined  was,  that,  in  a  suit  for  the 
administration  of  the  assets  of  a  grantor  of  an  annuity,  the  annuitant  cannot  prove,  as  a 
personal  debt,  for  more  than  six  years  arrears.  If  the  decision  went  to  a  case  like  the  pie- 
sent,  it  is  ovenuled  by  Cox  v.  Dolman  (2  De  G.,  MacN.  &  Q.  592). 
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shoiild  be  held  in  trust  to  pay  to  Morris,  his  executors, 
&C.,  so  much  of  the  annuity  thereby  granted  as  at  the 
time  of  the  sale  should  be  in  arrear  and  unpaid,  with  costs 
occasioned  by  de&ult  in  payment  of  the  annuity;    and 
upon  trust  to  invest  the  residue  for  the  purpose  of  form- 
ing a  fund  for  payment  of  the  annuity  and  costs,  and  sub- 
ject thereto  for  Noy,  his  heirs,  executors,  or  administrators. 
A.fterthe  determination  of  the  annuity,  the  demised  premises 
remaining  unsold  were  to  be  in  trust  for  Noy  and  his  heirs. 

Sheppard  became  bankrupt  in  1827,  Noy  in  1829. 

In  1831,  the  reversion  in  fee,  expectant  upon  the  decease 
of  the  surviving  tenant  for  life,  in  the  demised  premises 
was  sold  and  conveyed,  subject  to  the  annuity  and  any  claim 
in  respect  thereof,  to  the  purchaser.  When  the  bill  was 
filed,  it  was  vested  in  the  Defendant  DryadaXe, 

The  last  payment  in  respect  of  the  annuity  was  made 
in  1831.  • 

hi  August^  1854,  a  bill  was  filed  by  the  surviving  execu- 
^  of  if  arm,  against  the  administrator  de  bonis  non  of 
^*%6r,  Noy'a  creditors'  assignee,  and  Dryadaley  for  an  ac- 
^^^t  of  what  was  due  in  respect  of  the  annuity,  to  have 
"^e  premises  comprised  in  the  term  of  500  years  sold, 
^i  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  applied  towards  satisfying  the 
'^'wars  (rf  the  annuity,  and  to  have  the  surplus  (if  any)  se- 
'^^  and  invested,  and  from  time  to  time  applied,  with 
^^  income,  in  keeping  down  the  annuity. 

When  the  bill  was  filed  two  of  the  persons  for  whose 
lives  the  annuity  was  granted,  and  one  of  the  tenants  for 
^^  were  dead. 

^e  Defendant  reUed  upon  the  Statute  of  Limitations  as 
ice  to  the  bill,  or,  at  any  rate,  to  so  much  of  it  as 
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sought  an  account  of  arrears  payable  more  than  six  year 
before  the  filing  of  the  bill 


Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Boyle  for  the  Plaintiffi 

The  Statute  of  Limitations  is  no  bar  to  any  portion  o 
the  Plaintiff's  claim.  The  term  is  a  subsisting  term,  de 
mised  by  the  party  having  a  legal  remainder  in  fee  to  i 
trustee,  in  whose  representative  it  is  now  vested,  upon  ai 
express  trust.  The  case,  therefore,  is  precisely  within  ihi 
exception  provided  by  the  25th  section  of  the  statute,  anc 
time  has  not  yet  begun  to  run  against  the  Plaintiff. 

The  point  was  decided  as  long  since  as  1845  by  Lor 
Lyndhurst,  in  Young  v.  Lord  Waterpark  (a);  and  if  doul 
has  been  since  thrown  on  that  decision  by  Hunter  v.  Nod 
olds  (6),  all  doubt  is  now  removed  by  Cox  v.  Dolman  (c 
in  which  Lord  St  Leonard's  and  the  Lords  Justices  detei 
mined,  that,  where  there  is  a  subsisting  term,  upon  an  e3 
press  trust  to  secure  an  annuity,  the  annuitant  is  not  barre 
by  the  42nd  section  from  recovering  the  entire  arrears  (d). 

Mr.  Daniel,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  T.  Stevens  for  the  Defendai 
DrysdaZe. 

The  statute  is  a  bar  to  the  entire  clainL  When  bot 
trustee  and  cestui  que  trust  are  out  of  possession,  the  pan 
entitled  subject  to  the  term,  whose  title  is  adverse  to  tl 
term,  must  have  the  benefit  of  the  statute,  if  he  can  she 
laches  ;  and  here  no  payment  has  been  made  since  1831. 

(a)  15L.J.(N.S.),Chanc.,63;  (d)  See    Lord    St.   Leonan 

S.  C.  1©  Jur.  1.  "Essay  on  the  New  Statutes 

(J))  1  MacN.  &  G.  G40.  p.  105. 
(c)  2  De  G.,  MacN.  &  G.  592. 
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.11  events,  the  statute  is  a  bar  to  so  much  of  the  bill        1865. 

s  an  account  of  arrears  payable  more  than  six  years 

bill  filed.     If  the  term  can  be  rendered  available  by 

dntiff  at  all,  his  rights  to  recover  are  limited  to  six 

3y  the  42nd  section  of  the  statute.     The  exception 

3d  by  the  25th  section  is  confined  to  suits  **  against 

istee  or  any  person  claiming  through  him."     Here 

fendant  Drysdcde  docs  not  claim  through  the  trus- 

id  this  suit  is  not  within  this  exception.     [The  ViCE- 

lELLOB. — In  Cox  V.  Dohnan  and  Yovmg  v.  Lord 

oa/rk,  the  trust  was  enforced  against  parties  claiming 

.  to  the  term.]     In  those  cases  both  estates  were 

I  by  the  same  instrument.     Here  the  Defendant 

lie  claims  paramoimt  to  the  term*.  *  '^'<^^- 

question  cannot  be  considered  as  concluded  by  Cox 
naru  The  decision  in  that  case  does  not  profess  to 
le  that  of  Lord  CoUenham  in  HunUer  v.  Nockolde, 
se  on  all  fours  with  the  present. 

jply  was  not  heard. 


Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood: — 

eference  to  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  I  think  I  am 
led  by  the  cases  of  Cox  v.  Dolma/n  (a),  and  Young 
I  WcUei^rk  (6).  The  only  difierence  here  is,  that 
fendant  is  not  in  possession.  That  circimistance,  in 
nion,  is  immaterial. 


JudfftneiU, 


ihat  Lord  CoUenham  decided  in  Hunter  v.  Nocholds 
bat  a  claim  to  arrears  of  an  annuity  cannot  be 
jhed  as  a  personal  debt  against  the  grantor  be- 
ix  years.     Tliere  the  petitioners  went  in  to  prove 


De  G.,  MacN.  &  G.  592. 
1  Sim.  204 ;  S.  C.  on  ap- 


peal, 15  L.  J.  (N.  S.),  Chanc,  63 ; 
S.  (\  10  Jur.  1. 
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their  claim  as  a  personal  debt  against  the  estate  of  the 
party  who  granted  the  annuity;  and  having  chosen  to 
take  that  form  of  proceeding,  they  were  allowed  to  prove 
the  debt  for  six  years,  and  no  more.  That  seems  to  have 
been  the  view  taken  by  Lord  Cottenham,  as  distinguisiiing 
Hunter  v.  Nocholds  from  a  case  such  as  Cox  v.  Dolman: 
— that  suit  was  not  one  in  which  a  party  sought  to  en- 
force his  remedy  by  applying  to  have  a  sale  of  the  trust 
property  vested  in  his  trustee ; — but  it  was  a  case  in  which, 
in  a  suit  for  the  administration  of  assets,  the  petitioners  came 
in  to  prove  their  claim  as  a  personal  debt ;  and,  that  being  so, 
he  held  they  could  not  prove  it  beyond  six  years.  If  that 
was  not  the  case  in  Hunter  v.  Nockolds — if  the  decision 
went  to  a  case  like  the  present,  it  is  overruled  by  Cox 
V.  Dolman 


Mr.  Daniel, — It  was  against  other  incumbrancers  in 
Hunter  v.  Nockolds, 

The  Vice-Chancellor — The  only  distinction  one  can 
draw  between  the  two  cases  is,  that  in  Cox  v.  Dolma/n  the 
annuitant  came  to  enforce  his  security  against  his  trustee, 
who  held  it  in  trust  for  him. 


What  is  the  case  here  ?  A  man  grants  an  annuity,  and 
carves  out  of  his  reversion  in  fee,  which  he  then  held, 
subject  to  two  lives,  a  term  of  500  years.  He  vests  that 
term  in  a  trustee,  in  whose  personal  representative  it  is 
now  vested,  and  one  life  is  still  subsisting.  He  then  directs 
the  trustee  to  sell  one  month  after  default  shall  have  been 
made,  and  either  during  the  life  estates  or  after  their  ex- 
piration, for  the  purpose  of  raising  the  charge. 

In  this  state  of  circumstances,  I  apprehend  it  is  impos- 
sible for  the  party  who  is  now  entitled  to  the  reversion 
subject  to  the  term,  to  say,  '  It  is  true  the  trustee  has  a 


3  trustee  to  execute  tne  trust  on  wtncn  ne  neia  tne 
,who  am  entitled  to  the  reversion  subject  to  this  trust, 
ight  to  prevent  his  calling  on  the  trustee  now  to  ex- 
on  the  ground  that  he  ought  to  have  done  so  more 
snty  years  ago.'  It  is  not  for  a  trustee  to  complain 
lemand  not  having  been  made  upon  him  sooner, 
3an  I  see  that  a  reversioner  can  complain  that  the 
which  his  reversion  is  expressly  subjected  has  not 
xnited  at  an  earlier  period. 

Brm  is  a  subsisting  term — it  is  still  in  reversion — it 
ipon  an  express  trust — a  trust  authorising  the  sale, 
ch  is  still  a  continuing  trust,  and  the  Plaintiff's 
simply  this : — He  calls  upon  the  trustee  of  this  re- 
ry  term  to  execute  his  trust,  to  sell  the  term  and 
I  sums  charged  upon  it: — He  does  not  seek  to  touch 
^£%  reversion,  and  his  only  reason  for  bringing 
!e  before  the  Court  is,  that  Dryadale  is  the  party 
d  in  any  surplus  which  may  remain  after  the  other 
'  the  term  shall  have  been  performed  In  this  state 
I,  it  seems  to  me  perfectly  clear  that  the  Plaintiff's 
made  out — that  he  is  not  barred  by  the  statute, 
a  right  to  have  the  lands  sold  for  the  residue  of  the 
»rding  to  the  trusty  and  to  be  paid  all  arrears. 
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X5 Y  the  marriage  settlement  of  the  PlaintiflF  and  her  hus- 
band, forty-five  railway  shares,  and  lOOOi.  secured  on  mort- 
gage,— ^both  the  property  of  the  Plaintiff — ^together  with 
other  property  of  the  Plaintiffs,  were  settled  upon  trust  to 
pay  the  income  into  the  proper  hands  of  the  Plaintiff,  to 
the  intent  that  the  same  might  be  enjoyed  by  her  during 
ted  to'truBtees  her  life,  for  her  sole  and  separate  use,  independently  of 
Bettiem^^L   her  then  intended  or  any  future  husband,  and  so  that  the 
reepectofon-   game  might  not  be  liable  to  his  debts,  forfeiture,  or  en- 


Deo.  Uth  d: 

SeUUmen^-' 
Tmantfor 
Life—RaUr 
vfay  Shares — 
AOotmerUof 
neyf  Shares. 

Where  the 
calls  on  new 
Bhares,  allot- 


ginal  railway 

shares,  held  by  gagementa    And  it  was  thereby  declared,  that  the  only 

them  upon  the  ®^.  ,.,      ,       ,,,  ,.  i    i-    ,  n        ,  .,. 

trusts  of  the     receipts  which  should  be  a  valid  discbarge  for  the  said  m- 

had  STpaid   ^^®  should  be  those  which  should  be  given  by  the  Plain- 
out  of  the 
wife's  separate 
income: — 
ffeld,ihB,t 
stock,  pur- 
chased with 
the  proceeds 
of  the  sale  of 
such  new 
shares,  was 
subject  to  the 
trusts  of  the 
settlement  as 
corpus, 
and  that  the 
wife  had  a 
lien  for  the 
amount  so 
paid  for  calls, 
by  analogy  to 
the  case  of 
tenant  for  life 
advancing 
money  for 
fines  payable  on  renewal  of  leaseholds. 

Husband  and  Wife — Separate  Use — Restraint  on  Anticipation — Acquiescence. 

Wife  entitled  for  life  to  income  of  settled  property  for  her  separate  use,  without  power  o 
anticipation.  The  trustees  allowed  the  husband  to  use  lOOOZ.,  part  of  the  trust  fimds,  foi 
four  years.  Shortly  after  which  period,  the  wife  separated  from  her  husband,  and  thei 
for  the  first  time  claimed  interest  on  the  lOOOZ.  for  the  four  years.  She  admitted  she  hai 
allowed  her  husband  to  receive  her  income,  so  long  as  ho  behaved  to  her  as  a  husband  oug^ 
to  do  '.^Heldy  that  the  wife  was  not  entitled  to  the  interest  claimed. 


tiff  after  the  sums,  in  respect  of  which  such  receipts  should 
be  given,  should  actually  have  become  due;  and  that  th€ 
Plaintiff  should  have  no  power  to  anticipate,  alien,  or  as- 
sign the  income  or  any  part  thereof.  And,  after  the  de- 
cease of  the  Plaintiff,  the  property  was  settled  upon  trustf 
for  the  benefit  of  her  husband  and  the  children  of  the  mar- 
riage, with  remainders  over. 

After  the  marriage,  the  shares  were  transferred  into  the 
names  of  the  trustees  of  the  settlement 

Subsequently  to  the  transfer,    new   shares,  designated 
"  quarter  shares,"  were  issued  by  the  railway  company,  anc 
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There  was  an  admission  by  the  Plaintiff  that  she  had 
allowed  her  husband  to  receive  the  income  of  her  property 
so  long  as  he  behaved  to  her  as  a  husband  ought  to  do. 

A  rgument. 


Mr.  James,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Oiffard  for  the  Plaintifl^  in- 
sisted, that,  inasmuch  as  the  calls  upon  the  eighteen  quar- 
ter shares  were  paid  out  of  the  Plaintiffs  separate  income, 
she  was  entitled  absolutely  to  the  stock  purchased  with 
the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  such  shares. 

With  regard  to  the  lOOOZ.  for  a  period  of  four  years 
previously  to  the  17th  of  February,  1849,  the  date  of  the 
mortgage,  that  sum  had  been  constructively  in  the  hus- 
band's hands.  The  Plaintiff,  therefore,  was  entitled  to  in- 
terest for  that  period,  and  to  a  lien  on  the  mortgaged 
property  in  respect  of  such  interest;  since  the  agreement 
was,  that  the  mortgage  should  be  executed  immediately 
upon  the  husband  receiving  the  money. 

Mr.  Daniel,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Chapman  Barber,  for  the 
husband. 

Upon  the  second  point,  they  cited  Beresford  v.  The 
Archbishop  of  Armagh  (a),  contending,  that,  independently 
of  the  Plaintiffs  express  admission  as  to  having  assented 
to  her  husband's  receiving  her  income,  she  would  have 
been  precluded  from  making  her  present  claim  to  arrears 
of  interest,  accruing  during  cohabitation,  upon  the  groutid 
of  a  presumed  assent. 

Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  H,  Stevens,  appeareil  for  the 
trustees. 

Mr.  James,  Q.  C,  in  reply. 

(a)  13  Sim.  643. 
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Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood: — 

With  r^ard  to  the  eighteen  quarter  shares,  there  can 
be  no  doubt  that  such  shares,  notwithstanding  the  calls 
were  paid  out  of  the  wife's  separate  income,  followed  the 
trust  They  became  subject  to  the  trusts  of  the  settle- 
ment as  corpus.  It  is  analogous  to  the  case  of  a  tenant 
for  life  renewing  leasehold  property,  and  advancing  money 
for  the  fine  due  on  the  renewal  A  tenant  for  life,  under 
Bucli  circumstances,  would  only  have  a  charge  on  the  pro- 
perty  for  the  amount  so  advanced.  I  must  declare,  that 
tlie  stock  purchased  with  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the 
eigliteen  quarter  shares  is  subject  to  the  trusts  of  the  set- 
tlement, the  Plaintiff  having  a  hen  thereon  for  the  amoimt 
of  tJie  calls  paid  out  of  her  separate  income. 

"With  regard  to  the  interest  on  the  lOOOi.,  if  that  point 
is  to  be  pressed,  I  must  look  into  the  authoritiea 

Judgment  reserved. 

Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood: —  Dec.  i4M. 

The  only  point  remaining  to  be  considered  in  this  case  is>     Judgment. 

^^  to  the  sum  claimed  by  the  wife  in  respect  of  interest 

^porx  lOOOi.  originally  secured  by  a  mortgage,  and  which, 

^Poix  the  mortgage  being  paid  off,  was  allowed  to  be  re^ 

^^^^ed  by  the  husband,  and  was  paid  by  him  into  the  bank, 

^*iei^  she  had  a  separate  account,  in  liquidation  of  a  debt 

^*  l^ers  to  the  bankers,  for  which  the  husband  was  liable ; 

^^  t.liat  the  money,  in  effect,  was  used  by  the  husband  for  a 

^^^od  of  four  years. 

Of  course,  the  wife  could  not  beforehand  consent  to  his 
^^^^iving  the  interest,  for  she  had  no  power  of  anticipation ; 
^^Vertheless,  during  the  period  in  question,  the  fund  was 
^^^istructively  in  the  husband's  hands.     He  had  the  use  of 
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money  for  which  he  was  bound  to  pay  interest.  Suppose 
he  had  given  a  mortgage  for  it, — a  state  of  circumstances 
which,  I  think,  would  be  exactly  the  same  as  this, — ^he  would 
then  have  been  indebted  for  interest  to  the  wife  de  anno 
in  annum.  It  is  true  there  would  have  been  no  money  in 
his  hands;  but  if  the  wife's  trustees  had  appointed  a  re- 
ceiver, who  had  paid  the  rent  of  the  mortgaged  property  to 
the  husband,  it  would  then  Ml  within  the  ordinary  rule, 
which  precludes  a  wife  from  recovering  the  past  income 
of  her  separate  estate,  upon  the  ground  of  a  supposed 
gift  by  her  of  such  income  to  her  husband.  In  Howard 
V.  Lord  Digby  (a),  the  Duchess  of  Norfolk's  case,  com- 
mented on  by  Lord  St  Leonard's  in  his  "  Treatise  of  the 
Law  of  Property  as  administered  by  the  House  of  Lords"  (6), 
lunacy  intervened.  In  that  case,  therefore,  the  presumption 
of  a  gift  or  agreement  on  the  part  of  the  wife  was  ex- 
cluded. In  this  case,  the  parties  separated  within  a  few 
months  after  the  time  when  the  interest  accrued  due,  and 
the  wife  made  no  demand  for  interest  up  to  the  time  of 
the  separation,  although  she  did  immediately  afterwarda 
She  admits  that  she  allowed  her  husband  to  receive  the 
income  of  her  property  generally. 


I  can  draw  no  distinction  between  moneys  in  the  hands 
of  the  husband,  the  interest  of  which  the  wife  might  have 
claimed,  and  moneys  out  on  mortgage  in  the  way  I  have 
supposed. 

I  must,  therefore,  declare,  that  the  Plaintiff  is  not  enti- 
tled to  the  interest  claimed. 


(a)  2  CI.  &  F.  634 ;  S.  C.  8  Bli.  N.  S.  224. 


{b)  Pp.  162—170. 
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1855.         same  trustees  should  stand  possessed  of  real  estate  in  Ire- 
^^^J^Esi^Y     ^^  for  a  term  of  500  years,  to  be  computed  from  the 

„      *•  deatli  of  the  survivor  of  the  Earl  and  Catherine,  upon  trust. 

The  Earl  op  ,  .  .  : 

MoBNiNGTON.   in  tho  Uko  event,  to  raise  25,000Z.  for  the  additional  por- 

Staiement,      tions  of  such  two  younger  children,  to  be  subject  to  a  power 

of  appointment  in  the  Earl  surviving,  and  to  limitations 

over  in  default  of  appointmait,  similar  in  every  respect  to 

those  to  which  the  40,000^.  was  subject 

Catherine,  the  wife  of  the  Defendant  the  Earl,  died  in 
1825. 

There  were  three  children  of  the  marriage,  viz.  Viscount 
Wellealey  (the  eldest  son),  the  Honourable  Jam€«  WeUeale}/, 
and  the  Plaintiff 

By  deeds  poll  executed  in  1838  and  1840,  the  Earl  ap- 
pointed to  James,  of  the  40,000?.,  sums  amounting  in  the 
whole  to  29,000/1.,  to  be  vested  in  and  assignable  by  James- 
immediately  upon  the  execution  of  the  deeds,  and  to  bfe 
raised  immediately  after  the  Earl's  decease  (a). 

The  object  of  these  deeds  poll  was  to  provide  funds  for 
payment  o{  James's  debts,  and  to  secure  an  annuity  for  his 
maintenance. 

These  deeds  were  not  impugned. 

In  November,  1850,  36,000i.  still  remaining  unappoint- 
ed,  the  Earl  executed  the  two  deeds,  which  it  was  the  object 
of  the  present  suit  to  set  aside. 

(a)  The  deeds  of  181 2  contain-  Court  held  that  the  shares  ap- 
ed hotchpot  clauses,  upon  which  pointed  to  James  in  1838  and 
there  arose  a  question  of  con-  1840,  were  exempt  from  the 
stniction,  turning  upon  the  obligation  of  being  brought  into 
wording  of  a  proviso  specially  hotchpot, 
and  inartificially  framed.    The 
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By  these  deeds,  dated  the  2nd  of  November,  1850,  the        1856. 
Earl  appouited  the  36,0002.,  residue  of  the  65,0002.,  as  fol-    wnxnLBT 
lows:  viz.  sums  amounting  to  27,0002.  to  Ja/mea,  and  sums   ip^  j^^ ^^^ 
amounting  to  90002.  to  the  PlaintilBF;  and  directed  that  MowraiaToir. 
such  sums  respectively  shoidd  be  interests  vested  in  and  as-     Skomnmi. 
signable  by  them  immediately  upon  the  execution  of  the 
deeds,  and  should  be  raised  immediately  after  the  execu- 
tion thereof  and  be  paid  to  them,  their  executors,  admin- 
istrators, or  assigns. 

On  the  23rd  of  October,  1851,  James  died  intestate  and 
unmarried.  Letters  of  administration  to  his  estate  and 
eflGdcts  were  granted  to  the  EarL 

In  May  1 854,  the  PlaintilBF  filed  her  bill  against  the  Earl 
and  assignees  of  his  interest  in  the  27,0002.,  charging  that 
before  the  date  and  execution  of  the  deeds  of  the  2nd  of 
Nofvember,  1850,  it  was  well  known  to  the  Earl,  as  the  fact 
was,  that  James's  life  had  been  and  was  despaired  of  by  his 
medical  advisers  and  attendants,  and  that  his  recovery  was 
hopeless;  that  the  deeds  were  intended  to  be,  as  they  were 
i^  &ct,  concealed  until  after  the  death,  which  was  then 
shortly  expected,  of  Ja/mes;  and  that  they  were  executed 
by  the  Earl  for  his  own  benefit  and  advantage,  and  in  fraud 
^f  the  powers,  and  not  for  the  benefit  or  advantage,  or  with 
^y  regard  to  the  interests  of  his  yoimger  children,  or  ei- 
^®r  of  them;  and  praying  that  it  might  be  declared  that 
^®y  were  fraudulent  and  void,  and  to  have  them  set  aside, 
^^  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled. 

The  Earl  by  his  answer  put  in  issue  all  the  matters 

^^ged  in  the  bill,  and  stated  as  his  motive  for  executing 

^^  deeds  of  November,  1850,  that,  having  reason  to  fear 

*^t  Jamies  might  continue  in  an  infirm  state  of  mind  and 

J^y,  he  was  anxious  that  such  a  provision  should  be  made 

^^  him  as  should  enable  him  to  live  in  comfort ;  and  that 

^OL  IL  L  K.  J. 
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he  had  also  the  best  reason  to  believe  that  the  Haintiff 

would  be  well  provided  for,  independently  of  the  portion 

ThiRuilof   ^o^^yS)  ^^^  b^  submitted,  that,  in  executing  the  deeds, 

MoRNuiaTOH.  he  exercised  a  discretion  which  he  was  entitled  to  exercise 

Siattmeiu.     under  his  marriage  settlement 

The  material  evidence  was  as  follows: — 

In  January,  1 847,  James  was  ill  at  Nice,  and  on  the  29th 
of  January,  the  Earl  wrote  to  his  nephew,  CoL  Bagot,  then 
at  Nice,  to  make  inquiries  of  the  physician  attending 
Jorniea  as  to  the  state  of  his  health.  In  reply,  CoL  Bagot, 
on  the  5th  of  February,  1847,  wrote  to  the  Earl,  that,  im- 
mediately upon  receiving  his  letter,  he  had  put  himself  in 
communication  with  Dr.  Travis,  the  physician  attending 
Jamfies,  and  stated  the  results: — James  was  within  the  last 
few  days  better  than  when  he  first  arrived,  but  a  removal 
firom  Nice  was  indispensable  to  his  recovery,  owing  to  the 
imminent  hazard  of  the  climate  acting  in  such  a  manner 
upon  a  mind  and  constitution  previously  weakened,  as  to 
bring  on  incapacity  to  look  after  himself — a  calamity  which 
might  happen  there  at  very  short  or  no  previous  notice. 

Shortly  afterwards,  James  was  removed  to  Turm,  and 
from  thence  in  July,  1847,  on  the  recommendation  of  Dr. 
Davison,  his  then  medical  attendant,  to  Geneva,  where  he 
remained  till  his  death. 

On  the  1 0th  of  May,  1847,  the  Earl  wrote  to  the  Plaintiff 
as  follows: — "  I  have  to  communicate  to  you  a  sad  matter- 
Your  brother  James  is,  I  fear,  a  declared  limatic.  He  is 
under  confinement  at  Turin,  and  from  the  last  accounts  I 
heard,  he  is  not  long  for  this  world,'' 

In  July,  1848,  the  Earl,  being  in  Pam,  requested  an  in- 
terview with  Dr.  Davison.  Dr.  Davison's  affidavit  as  to 
what  passed  at  this  interview  was  as  follows: — ''The  Earl 
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said  to  me  he  believed  that  I  had  attended  his  son  JameB        1855. 
in  Italy,  and  he  desired  to  know  in  what  state  I  found    Wslleslit 
him ;  in  answer  to  which  I  fully  described  to  the  Earl  the   .p^j^  ^'^^^  ^^ 
deplorable  state  of  health  of  Jamiea  WeUedey,    The  Earl   Morniwoton. 
then  asked  me  to  what  I  attributed  such  state  of  health,      auumetu. 
To  which  I  replied,  I  believed  it  arose  from  his  having  led 
a  life  of  intemperance,  and  to  excesses  of  various  kinds,  and 
to  other  causes,  which  I  described.     The  Earl  asked  me 
whether  I  considered  Italy  a  good  place  for  him.     In  an- 
swer to  which  I  said,  I  did  not  consider  it  a  good  place,  be- 
cause the  summer  heat  was  unfavourabla    The  Earl  then 
asked  me  whether  Jamiea  WeUesley  was  likely  to  recover. 
To  which  I  answered,  that  it  was  difficult  to  say,  but  that 
the  probability  was  against  it,  though  such  cases  did  some- 
times recover.'* 

It  was  deposed  by  the  affidavit  of  a  Captain  WesUey, 
that)  in  May,  1850,  he,  at  the  request  of  the  Earl  made  to 
him  through  a  friend,  called  upon  Mr.  Coverdale,  the  soli- 
citor of  Lord  WeUesley  and  the  PlaintiflF,  to  ascertain  the 
then  state  of  health  and  condition  of  James  WeUesley;  and 
that,  upon  his  then  seeing  Mr.  Caverdale,  the  latter  in- 
formed him  that  James  WeUesley  was  in  good  health  and 
^^  abroad;  and  added,  that  if  witness  wished  to  write  to 
^<X7ne8  WeUesley,  he  wovdd  forward  it     The  whole  of  this 
^tness  8  testimony  was  contradicted  by  an  affidavit  of  Mr. 
^overdale, 

TThis  was  all  the  evidence  as  to  the  Earl's  information 
^^^pecting  the  health  of  his  son. 

At  the  time  when  the  deeds  were  executed,  Ja/mes  had 
^    small  annuity.     He  was  then  indebted  to  several  cre- 
ditors.   One  of  the  creditors,  a  Mr.  Ca/nrmgton,  made  an 
affidavit,  in  which,  after  saying  that  for  sixteen  years  prior 
^  the  death  of  James  WeUesley,  he  was  intimately  ac- 
^>iainted  with  him,  and  was  constantly  consulted  by  him 
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1865.        upon  his  ajBEfidrs,  he  deposed  thus:  "In  the  year  1846,  and 
WiLLEBLET-    Bubsequeutly  thereto,  I  was  a  creditor  of  James,  and  in 
The  l^BL  OF  ^^*  character  I  applied  to  the  Defendant  the  Earl  relative 
MoRRiHGTOH.   to  JaTfies's  afl&drs;  and  in  August,  1850,  the  Earl  informed 
Staiemeni.     TXie  that  it  was  his  intention  to  execute  a  deed  and  make 
an  appointment  in  favour  of  his  son  Ja/mea,  whereby  the 
debts  due  fix)m  him  would  be  paid;  and  in  November  fol- 
lowing, the  Earl  informed  me  that  he  had  executed  deeds 
of  appointment  in  favour  of  Ja/mea;  and  the  Earl  then  re- 
quested me  to  call  upon  the  creditors  of  Ja/mes  and  inform 
them  of  the  provision  made  tor  James  and  for  his  creditora 
I  accordingly  called  on"  (the  witness  named  several  per- 
sons, principally  tradesmen),  *•  all  of  whom  were  creditors 
of  Ja/mes  WeUesley,  and  informed  them  that  the  Earl  had 
executed  a  deed,  by  which  they  would  obtain  payment  of 
the  debts  owing  to  them." 

The  amount  o{  James's  debts  did  not  appear;  but  it  was 
recited  in  a  deed  of  assignment  by  the  earl  to  the  Defend- 
ant CuUs,  dated  February,  1864,  that  they  were  supposed 
to  amount  to  about  30002. 

The  deeds  of  November,  1850,  were  prepared  by  a  Mr. 
Murphy,  Murphy  by  his  aflSdavit  deposed,  that,  in  1850, 
he  was  a  conveyancing  clerk  to  Mr.  Keene,  who  was  then 
employed  in  several  Chancery  cases  as  the  EarFs  solicitor; 
that  he  (witness)  had  been  and  was  private  agent  to  the 
Earl,  who  on  that  account  employed  Keene  as  his  solicitor; 
that  he  received  instructions  to  prepare  the  deeds,  in  the 
absence  of  Keene,  who  had  for  some  years  previously  been 
in  Ireland;  that,  on  Keene* s  return,  witness  handed  him 
the  deeds  by  the  Earl's  desire,  and  requested  him  to  have 
them  stamped,  and  acted  upon  by  applying  for  a  commia* 
sion  of  limacy  against  James;  that  the  Earl  was  desirous  of 
making  a  provision  for  Jamies  for  his  immediate  mainte- 
nance, his  only  source  of  income  being,  as  the  Earl  was  in- 
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formed  by  witness,  and  as  witness  believed,  attached  by  his         1865. 
creditors^  and  to  alter  his  domicil,  and  bring  him  to  Eng-    willisuit 
lamd;  that  in  Januaiy  and  February,  18/51,  witness  had   f^^^-^^j^^^^^ 
conferenoes  with  the  Earl  as  to  taking  proceedings  to  obtain   KoBimiGTOH. 
a  oonunission  of  lunacy,  and  received  instructions  to  pro- 
ceed to  obtain  such  commission,  and  with  that  view  con- 
salted  counsel  upon  the  subject,  who  suggested  difficulties 
from  the  fisMrt  of  Jcumea  WeUealey  being  abroad.    Witness 
deposed  that  he  believed  the  reason  why  the  deeds  of  ap- 
pointment were  not  stamped  soon  after  they  were  executed, 
aad  the  commission  of  lunacy  applied  for,  was,  that  the  Earl 
had  no  pecuniary  means  of  his  own  at  that  time,  and 
£een6  declined  to  advance  any  more  money  on  the  EarFs 
bekalf ;  and  witness  believed  that  Keene  did  not  afterwards 
acivTUK»  any  more  money  to  the  Earl  or  on  his  behal£ 

Kr.  Caverdale  deposed,  that,  on  the  6th  of  November, 
18^1,  Keene,  who  was  then  acting  as  solicitor  for  the  Earl, 
cskUed  upon  him  at  his  office,  and  stated  that  he  came  for 
itie  purpose  of  inquiring  whether  James  had  left  a  will,  to 
wliich  witness  answered,  that  he  was  not  aware  of  the  ex- 
istence of  any  will ;  and  that  it  appeared  to  him  very  im- 
ttiaterial,  for  he  knew  of  no  property  James  had  to  bequeath; 
^nd  that  Keene  then  stated  that  James  was  entitled  to  con- 
siderable property  under  appointments  which  the  Earl  had 
"^ade  in  his  favour. 

Upon  the  question  whether  any  communication  was  made 
^^  the  part  of  the  Earl  to  the  Plaintiff  relative  to  the  deeds 
^^  November,  1850,  or  to  the  appointments  thereby  made, 
P^vious  to  the  interview  between  the  Earl's  and  the  Plain- 
ts solicitors,  the  evidence  was  conflicting.     The  Court, 
P^ti  examination  of  the  evidence,  concluded  that  no  such 
^^munication  was  made. 

The  Earl  made  an  affidavit,  in  which  he  deposed,  that, 
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1855.        prior  to  the  execution  of  the  deeds  of  appointment^  he  had 

■Wellbslbt     ^>^^  informed,  and  he  believed,  that  James,  upon  his  quit- 

The  Earl  op   ^^^  ETiglaiid  in  1845,  had  executed  a  will  by  which  he  had 

MoKNiNQTON.   bcqucathed  all  the  property  he  might  die  possessed  of  to  a 

SkOemetu.     ladj  with  whom  he  was  then  living.     And  he  deposed,  that, 

at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  deeds,  he  believed  that 

the  said  will  was  in  existence 


Argument.         Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Selwyn,  for  the  Plaintiff 

The  appointments  of  November,  1850,  must  be  set  aside. 
It  is  plain  from  the  evidence,  that  neither  of  those  ap- 
pointments was  made  for  the  benefit  of  James;  and  if  an 
appointment  is  not  clearly  made  for  the  benefit  of  an  ob- 
ject of  the  power,  it  cannot  be  sustained:  Lord  Hhtchm- 
broke  v.  Seymour  (a) ;  and  see  the  cases  cited  in  Rowley  v. 
Rowley  (6). 

Mr.  BagshawCy  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Southgate,  for  the  De- 
fendant, the  Earl  of  Momington, 

The  evidence  does  not  shew  that  the  Earl,  when  he  made 
the  appointments,  was  aware  that  his  son's  recovery  was 
hopeless.  In  May,  1850,  he  received,  through  Captain 
Westley,  information  directly  to  the  contrary.  CoL  Bagot's 
letter  points  to  the  danger  of  mental  incapacity,  not  bodily 
disease;  and  although  the  Earl,  as  long  ago  as  May,  1847, 
when  the  cause  of  the  disease  was  uncertain,  may  have 
feared  that  James  "  was  not  long  for  this  world,"  the  feet 
that  Ja/mes  had  already  survived  the  apprehended  danger 

(a)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  395.    See  also      335 ;  and  Lord  St.  Leonards^  4 
as  to  S.  a,  Lord  Eldon,  11  Ves.      Dm.  &  W.  55. 
479;  Lord  Manners^  Beattie,  334»         (b)  Kay,  242. 
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)r  more  than  three  years,  may  well  have  removed  the  ap-        1855. 
rehensioii,  especially  in  a  cafete  like  his,  where  the  first    wsllislxt 
rm  of  the  disease  was  mental  imbecility — a  malady  by   -^  *^^ 
>  means  necessarily  fetal  to  Ufa  MownNoiow. 

Argumeni, 
The  appointments  had  a  legitimate  object — ^viz.  to  pro- 
de  for  the  payment  of  Ja/mea'a  debts,  and  for  his  future 
aintenance;  and  the  Earl  had  been  informed  that  the  an- 
lity — the  only  means  of  maintenance  left  to  his  son — ^had 
jen  attached  by  his  creditora 

The  deeds  were  not  concealed  Before  executing  them, 
le  Earl  informed  Ca/rrmgton  that  he  was  about  to  execute 
jieh  instruments,  and  shortly  afterwards  that  he  had  done 
y,  and  desired  him  to  inform  the  other  creditors.  Nor 
rexe  the  deeds  miknown  to  the  Plainti£  The  Earl  deposes 
hai  m  1851,  and,  as  near  as  he  can  recollect,  in  the  begin- 
ung  of  the  year,  he  wrote  and  sent  a  letter  to  the  Plaintiff 
^^d  informed  her  of  the  feet  of  his  having  made  a  provision 
for  her  and  her  brother,  by  executing  the  two  deeds;  and 
^^t  in  such  letter  he  stated  the  amount  to  which  she  was 
entitled  under  the  deeds  respectively. 

The  fraud  charged  is  not  sustained.  It  was  impossible 
^^r  the  Earl  to  foresee  that  he  was  the  party  to  be  eventually 
'^iiefited  by  the  appointment  to  James;  so  fer  from  it^  he 
^lieved  that  James  had  left  a  will 

The  case  of  Campbell  v.  jffome  (a)  shews  that  appoint- 
■^^ts  are  not  to  be  set  aside  lightly,  upon  vague  suspicion 
*^t  the  party  appointing  may  have  hoped  to  derive  some 
^ixefit  from  the  deed.  In  Butcher  v.  Jackson  (6),  an  ap- 
^intment  to  a  child  only  four  days  old  was  sustained;  and 
^  in  FeoATon  v.  Desbrisay  (c). 

(a)  1  Y.  &  C.  C.  C.  664,  669.  (6)  14  Sim,  444. 

(c)  14  Beav.  635. 
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Lord  Scmd/wich'e  case  proves  no  more  than  this,  that  a 

-W^^^^MY     parent,  having  a  power  to  fix  the  tune  when  portions  are  to 

Th.  Ea«.  o,  ^  "f^^'  '^^'^^  *PI»^*  »°  immediate  portion  to  an  infant 

MoBHiirGTOH.   not  in  want  of  it,  with  a  view  to  become  entitled  to  it  him- 

Argvmeni.     self,  as  her  personal  representative,  in  case  of  her  death:  2 

Sugd.  Pow.  194. 

James  was  adult,  and  was  in  want  of  the  portion,  being 
largely  indebted.  There  is  nothing  to  rebut  the  presump- 
tion that  these,  like  the  earlier  appointments  of  1838  and 
1840,  were  made,  as  the  Earl  deposes  that  they  were  made, 
"  without  any  firaudulent,  improper,  or  selfish  motive  what- 
ever ;"  and  that,  in  making  them, "  he  was  actuated  by  a  feel- 
ing of  duty  to  provide  for  his  son,  because  of  his  then  af- 
fliction.'* 

Mr.  Lee,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Druce,  for  the  Defendant 
Cutts,  a  purchaser  of  Ja/mea  Wellesley'e  interest,  adopted 
the  arguments  of  the  Earl's  counsel 

Mr.  James,  Q.  C,  for  the  Defendant  Gough,  an  assignee 
of  one  Edwards,  who  claimed  under  a  mortgage  made  to 
him  by  the  Earl  before  the  date  of  the  appointments,  denied 
fraud  on  the  part  of  Edvxirds,  and  insisted  he  took  bona 
fide. 

Mr.  Daniel,  Q.  C,  for  the  trustees. 

A  reply  was  not  heard. 


Judgment.       VicE-ChANCELLOR  SiR  W.  PaGE  WoOD:— 

I  have  been  very  anxiously  considering  this  case,  and  I 
think  it  is  impossible  that  the  appointments  of  November, 
]  850,  can  stand. 
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I  have  been  considering  the  case  the  more  anxiously,  be-         IS**- 
tause  unquestionably  I  do  not  know  of  any  case  which  can     Wsllsblbt 


be  said  to  be  precisely  similar  in  its  circumstances  to  the   rp^  ^^^  q. 


V. 

tne  now  before  me.  Mobkinotoi., 


After  looking  at  all  the  observations  made  by  various 
judges  upon  the  case  of  Lord  Hmchvnhroke  v.  Seymour  (a), 
I  doubt  whether  it  can  properly  be  regarded  as  a  case 
similar  to  the  present     Lord  Thurlow,  in  his  judgment, 
doee  not  put  his  decision  upon  the  ground  of  firaud.     He 
puts  it  upon  the  ground  of  the  appointment  being  *'  against 
the  nature  of  the  power,''  **  against  the  nature  of  the  charge,'' 
the  object  of  the  power  being  to  enable  the  parent  to  raise 
the  money,  when  it  should  be  necessary  for  the  benefit  of  the 
daughter,  e.  g.  upon  her  marriage,  or  the  lika  He  says : "  The 
meaning  of  a  charge  for  children  is,  that  it  shall  take  place 
when  it  shall  be  wanted.     It  is  contrary  to  the  nature  of 
SQch  a  charge  to  have  it  raised  before  that  time;  and  al- 
though the  power  is,  in  this  case,  to  raise  it  when  the  parent 
shall  think  proper,  yet  that  is  only  to  enable  him  to  raise 
it  in  his  own  lifetime,  if  it  should  be  necessary.     It  would 
hare  been  very  proper  so  to  do  upon  the  daughter's  mar- 
riage, or  for  several  other  purposes,  but  this  is  against  the 
mature  of  the  power."  And  although  Lord  Eldon,  referring 
to  that  decision,  has  remarked  (b)  that  the  daughter  was  in 
a  consumption,  and  that  "  the  Court  was  of  opinion  that 
the  purpose  of  the  parent  was  to  take  the  chance  of  getting 
the  money  as  her  administrator,"  putting  the  decision  upon 
the  ground  of  fraud — upon  the  ground  that  the  appoint- 
Dttent  was  in  effect  for  the  parent's  own  benefit^  yet  Lord 

Manners  has  commented  upon  that  remark  in  a  case  in 
r  (c),  in  which  he  says,  he  cannot  think  that  Lord 


{«)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  3d6.  nards,  C.  L,  in  Keily  v.  A«7y,  4 

W  In  McQueen  v.  Farquhar,  Dru.&War.  65. 

^1  Ves.  479.     And    the    same  (c)  Edgexoorth    v.    Edgeworth, 

^«w  if  adoptkl  by  Lord  St,  Leo-  Beat.  334,  335. 
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1865.        Thwthw  would  have  been  silent  as  to  the  fraud,  if  it  had 
^^^^^^^    constituted  the  ground  of  his  judgment;  and  he  implies 
-f*  from  Lord  Thurlow'a  language,  that  he  decided  the  case 

MoRKiNQTON.  ou  a  principle  applicable  to  every  power  of  that  nature; 
J^^dffmmL  that  principle  being,  that  the  whole  object  for  which  the 
power  was  created  must  be  looked  to;  and  the  Court  will 
not  allow  it  to  be  exercised  at  a  time  not  intended  by  the  peiv 
son  creating  the  power;  although,  therefore,  there  was  that 
power  given  to  raise  the  money  during  the  lifetime,  it  was 
not,  upon  the  whole  construction  of  the  instrument,  intend- 
ed that  the  money  should  be  raised  during  the  lifetime, 
except  for  some  particidar  purpose  and  object^  which  in 
that  case  did  not  occur. 

This  case,  therefore,  must  certainly  be  rested — and  it  vi 
painful  that  it  should  be  so  rested — upon  the  ground  of  fraud 
on  the  part  of  the  parent:  I  mean,  not  simply  upon  the 
ground  of  the  appointments  not  being  for  the  child's  benefit^ 
but  upon  the  broad  ground  that  the  parent  executed  these 
appointments,  not  with  any  intention  of  benefiting  the  ob- 
ject of  the  power,  but  to  secure  to  himself  the  benefit  that 
might  result  from  the  appointments  so  executed. 

Now,  how  does  the  case  stand  with  respect  to  evidence  on 
that  point? 

[His  Honour  then  entered  into  a  minute  analysis  of  the 
evidence;  and,  in  the  first  place,  of  the  evidence  bearing 
upon  the  Earl's  information  as  to  the  state  of  his  son's 
health  previous  to  and  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the 
deeds  of  November,  1850. 

CoL  Bagot'a  letter  was  open,  in  some  respects,  to  the  com- 
ment made  upon  it,  that  it  indicated  alarm  as  to  James's 
mental  condition,  rather  than  as  to  his  bodily  health.     But 
another  observation  of  considerable  importance  arose  upon 
that  letter  with  reference  to  Lord  Momingtan's  conduct 
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Jitdgm/mt. 


in  Uie  later  stages  of  the  transaction.    In  1847,  Lord  Mot-  ^^^^ 

nington  was  anxious  to  know  how  his  son  was,  and  the  ^-^v — ^ 

letter  showed  what  he  then  thought  the  proper  course  to  ». 

take  for  that  purpose;  he  wrote  to  a  relative,  and  directed  mob^nqto? 
him  to  make  inquiry  of  the  physician  in  attendance  on  his 
son.     At  a  subsequent  stage,  in  1849  and  1850,  no  such 
course  was  adopted  by  Lord  Mommgton. 

In  regard  to  the  Earl's  letter  to  the  Plaintiff,  there  was 
justice  in  the  remark,  that  apprehensions,  entertained  at  an 
early  stage  of  such  a  disease,  when  the  cause  of  the  disease 
was  doubtful,  might  in  a  period  of  more  than  three  years 
have  been  removed.  But  Dr.  Davison's  evidence  was  clear 
as  to  the  cause  of  this  disease;  that  it  was  caused  by  bodily 

debility,  occasioned  by  early  excesses;  not  a  case,  therefore, 

in  which  the  cause  was  doubtful. 

In  July,  1848,  Lord  Mornmgton  was  distinctly  informed 
by  the  best  authority  he  could  procure — Dr.  Davison,  the 
physician  who  had  seen  his  son  at  Turin — ^that  he  was  "  in 
a  deplorable  state  of  health,''  that  it  was  owing  to  excesses 
—nothing,  therefore,  that  was  likely  to  be  remedied — and 
that  the  probability  was,  that  he  would  not  recover,  al- 
though such  cases  did  sometimes  recover.  From  that  time 
to  the  execution  of  the  deeds  in  November,  1850,  it  did  not 
appear  that  Lord  Momington  (whose  inquiries,  addressed  in 
1W7  to  his  son's  physician  through  Col.  Bagot,  and  in  1848 
to  Dr.  Davison,  shewed  plainly  that  he  Imew  what  course 
to  take  when  desirous  of  obtaining  information  on  the  sub- 
j^t,)  had  ever  made,  directly  or  indirectly,  any  inquiry  of 
any  person  as  to  what  was  the  continuing  state  of  his  son's 
health,  with  the  single  exception  of  the  inquiry  deposed  to 
^  Captain  Westley  as  having  been  addressed  by  him  to  Mr. 
Coverdale, — ^the  feet  of  which  was  distinctly  denied  by  the 
^tter,  and  ihe  alleged  reply  to  which  was  so  utterly  im- 
probable, that  the  Court  could  not  possibly  believe  the 
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1Q55,        memory  of  the  former  witness  to  be  correct     His  Honour 
...^     *    ^      then  resumed.] 

V. 

MoRifiNGTON.       Then,  in  November,  1850,  these  two  appointments  are 
/M^*.     °^^>  and  they  are  made  certainly  under  circumstances  of 
a  most  singular  character.    Nobody  apparently  had  pressed 
this  unfortunate  gentleman  with  respect  to  the  paym^it  of 
his  debts,  and  pressed  he  could  not  be  in  his  lunatic  condi- 
tion. There  were  debts,  and  there  were  creditors  apparently 
complaining,  for  that  is  in  evidence.      Oarri/ngton  and 
other  creditors  were  complaining;  but  he  had  not  been  mo- 
lested by  any  body,  nor  did  Lord  Momvngton  make  any 
inquiry  how  far  he  was  troubled,  or  how  hx  his  income  had 
been  reduced.  It  is  said  that  he  found  the  remaining  portion 
of  his  son's  income  attached  or  liable  to  attachment,  and  that 
he  would  be  left  in  destitution ;  but  he  heldno  communication 
upon  the  subject  with  any  body  who  took  the  slightest  in- 
terest in  his  son.    The  only  communication  is  with  a  creditor 
named  Carri/ngton,    But  Ga/rrvngton  does  not  go  on  to 
swear  that  he  ever  threatened  any  process  or  anything  of 
the  sort,  or  that  he  told  Lord  Momington  that  any  body 
else  threatened  process.     I  have  the  whole  of  Mr.  Carrmg- 
ton's  affidavit  before  me,  and  all  that  took  place  was  this. 
[His  Honour  read  the  affidavit]     There  is  not  the  slightest 
suggestion  by  Carrvngton  that  either  he  or  any  other  per- 
son was  pressing  for  payment.     He  simply  says, '  I  inquired 
as  to  his  affidrs.     I  wanted  to  know  what  situation  they 
were  in  ;'  and  the  answer  he  got  was  this: — '  I  have  made 
a  provision  for  the  creditors  of  my  son.'    What  is  the  pro- 
vision that  is  made  for  the  creditors  of  his  son  ?    It  is  made 
under  no  pressure  at  all  from  the  creditors.     It  is  recited 
in  ihe  deed  to  Mr.  Cutts,  that  it  was  supposed  that  the 
debts  were  about  3000i.     No  evidence  is  given  by  Lord 
Momington  as  to  what  they  were,  nor  do  I  know  that  he 
says  what  he  supposed  them  to  be.     Nevertheless,  he  states 
(and  it  is  the  only  ground  suggested  for  the  execution  of 
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these  deeds),  that  in  order  to  make  provision  for  the  pay-        1855, 
ment  of  these  debts  and  the  future  maintenance  of  his  son —    wm2«8let 
as  to  which  maintenance  he  had  been  making  no  inquiry  v. 

whatever,  and  the  debts  being  now  believed  to  be  about   Mobninqton. 
SOOOt,  and  he  not  giving  me  any  information  of  his  ever     jf^I^iH^, 
supposing  that  there  was  anything  more — ^he  executed  two 
deeds  directing  that  there  should  be  immediately  raised  for 
the  benefit  of  that  son  no  less  than  27,0002. 

I  quite  concede  that  deeds  are  not  to  be  set  aside  for  fraud 
on  Yague  suspicion,  and  the  case  I  have  been  referred  to — 
Campbell  v.  Home  (a) — ^was  that,  and  nothing  more.  A  trus- 
tee had  said :  '  I  suspect  some  arrangement  has  been  come 
to  between  this  lady  and  her  daughter,  and  I  will  not  hand 
over  the  fund.'  The  answer  of  the  Vice-ClianceUor  was, 
'Let  the  parties  who  question  the  appointment  come  for- 
waid  and  question  it.  I  shall  not  on  this  vague  surmise 
allow  the  trustee  to  withhold  a  fund  which  has  thus  been 
apptnnted,  merely  because  he  says  he  entertains  vague  sus- 
pidona.  Let  the  parties  who  are  interested  in  the  discussion 
come  forward*  That  is  what  the  parties  who  are  interested 
hi  the  discussion  are  doing  here.  They  are  coming  forward 
to  dispute  it,  and  the  dispute  is  distinctly  upon  this  ground: 
•*' You  have  made  this  appointment  of  27,000i.  without  any 
hitention  whatever  of  benefiting  your  son.  You  have  made 
it  for  the  sole  purpose  of  obtaining  a  benefit  to  yourself 

The  case  must  rest  on  ground  as  high  as  that,  and  I  put 
^t  as  high  as  thai  I  ask,  can  any  body,  if  this  case  were 
hefore  a  jury,  suppose  that  the  defence  which  is  made  would 
^  asatisfEu^tory  answer,  with  reference  to  an  appointment  to 
a  person  in  this  imbecile  condition — a  lunatic,  who  was  in  a 
weak  and  infirm  state  of  health,  brought  on  by  excesses  ? 
The  father  had  been  informed  throughout  that  the  weak- 
ness and  infirmity  of  his  son's  health  was  so  occasioned ;  and 

(a)  1  Y.  &  C.  C.  C.  664. 
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1655.        having  made  due  inquiries  at  two  previous  periods  as  to 

Wbllbblst    ^^  ^^  ^^  ^  health,  he  makes  no  inquiry  at  the  time 

Thb  Earl  o     ^^^^  ^®  ^  about  to  execute  these  deeds.    Can  I  believe,  or 

HoRNiNOTOH.    will  any  body  believe,  that  this  was  done  for  the  purpose  of 

Jftdffmmi,     p^yii^g  the  supposed  amount  of  debts,  3000Z.  or  40002., 

when  one  finds  an  appointment  made  of  27,0002.,  and  when 

one  observes  (which  is  of  considerable  importance)  the  course 

which  was  taken  after  the  appointment  was  so  made  ? 

But  before  coming  to  that,  I  cannot  help  noticing  an- 
other circimistance  of  a  remarkable  character.  The  Earl  had 
a  solicitor,  Mr.  Keene,  Mr.  Keeiie  did  not  prepare  the  deeds ; 
they  were  prepared  by  Murphy,  a  clerk  of  his,  in  his  ab- 
sence. The  clerk  explains  in  some  degree  how  it  happened. 
[His  Honour  read  Murphy's  affidavit,  as  stated  above.]  Mr. 
Murphy  says  the  deeds  were  executed;  they  were  not 
stamped;  they  were  handed  by  him  to  Mr.  Keene,  his  em- 
ployer, to  be  stamped;  they  remained  with  Mr.  Keene  to 
be  stamped ;  and  he  believes  Mr.  Keene  did  not  proceed  in 
the  matter,  either  as  to  stamping  them,  or  as  to  obtaining 
a  commission  of  lunacy,  because  Lord  Momington  could 
not  furnish  him  with  funds  for  that  purpose,  and  he  was 
not  prepared  to  do  so  without  having  funds  furnished.  Mr. 
Keene  is  not  examined;  he  makes  no  affidavit  to  sub^ 
stantiate  any  one  of  these  motives,  or  account  for  the  non- 
proceeding  with  the  deeds.  As  I  have  said,  they  are  exe- 
cuted, and  they  are  left  in  their  unstamped  condition. 

But  what  is  much  more  remarkable,  and  affords  the 
strongest  corroboration  of  the  suspicion  attaching  to  these 
antecedent  circumstances,  is,  that,  after  the  execution  of 
the  deeds,  no  notice  of  them  is  given  to  any  person  what- 
ever, that  T  can  find,  except  Mr.  Carrington,  who  appears 
to  have  been  a  friendly  creditor  of  James  WeUesley's,  and 
in  friendly  communication  with  Lord  Momington.  Mr. 
Carrington  is  told  of  them,  and  he  is  requested  to  tell 
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Ik  other  creditors.     The  antecedent  circumstances,  that        X8/^. 
Lord  Mammgton  instituted  no  inquiry  about  the  health  of    .^^ — ^^ — ' 
his  son,  that  he  made  no  inquiry  of  any  of  his  friends  as  to  v. 

how  far  the  provision  was  wanted  or  was  not  wanted,  and   Mobnikoton' 
ihat  he  knew  (as  &r  as  he  knew  anything)  that  there  were     j^^Jr~ 
debts  to  the  amount  of  3000!.  only,  as  to  which  there  is 
no  evidence  of  any  pressure,  and  as  to  which  an  appoint- 
ment of  27«000{.  could  not  be  required;  are  pregnant  in 
6T37  respect  with  suspicion  of  the  gravest  character.     But 
those  circumstances,  so  pregnant  with  fraud,  are  prodigious- 
ly strengthened  by  the  fact,  that  these  deeds,  to  take  effect 
immediately,  were  not  communicated  to  anybody  who  was  to 
put  them  in  force  or  raise  the  money.     Lord  Mornvngton 
could  not  be  in  ignorance  who  were  the  persons  to  be  applied 
ta  It  istrue  the  trustees  were  dead;  but  it  is  recited  in  the 
deeds  of  appointment  who  were  the  executors  of  the  last  sur- 
viving trustee.    They  are  recited  to  be  Lord  Bcbglan,  Lord 
Dartnumth,  and  Mr.  Sneyd,  To  any  one  of  those  gentlemen 
♦location  would  naturally  have  been  made  at  the  time, 
saying, "  My  son  is  in  a  precarious  state  of  health.     I  am 
wuioTis  to  have  a  fund  raised  on  his  behalf  for  the  purpose 
of  hrinpng  him  home  and  putting  him  under  the  protection 
rfthe  Court  of  Chancery.     I  wish  his  debts  to  be  paid  im- 
mediately.  I  have  executed  a  deed  of  appointment  for  that 
purpose,  and  I  call  upon  you  at  once  to  take  all  proper 
steps  to  raise  the  money.'"    The  deeds  were  not  commu- 
nicated to  Lord  WeUesley,    It  is  said,  and  Lord  Morning- 
ton  complains  greatly  of  it  in  his  answer,  that  by  the  pro- 
wedmgs  of  his  son,  Lord  WeUesley,  he  has  been  kept  out  of 
possession  of  his  life  interest  in  this  large  estate.     But  if  he 
thought  himself  wrongly   out  of  possession,   his   interest 
would  rather  be  adverse  to  those  in  possession,  and  induce 
him  to  take  steps  that  the  fund  which  he  wanted  to  raise  for 
the  benefit  of  his  younger  son  should  be  forthwith  raised. 
Neither  does  Lord  Momington  communicate  the  deeds  to 
bis  daughter.    It  was  his  business  to  prove  that  such  a  com- 
VOL.  11.  M  K.  J. 
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mimication  was  made;  and  I  have  her  positive  oatli  tha* 
she  received  no  such  communication,     [On  this  point  the 


«•  evidence  was  conflicting.     His  Honour  fully  examined  it^ 

MoBNiNQTOH.   aud  coucluded  thus:]     I  give  full  credence  to  her  state- 

J^id^u     ment;  and  I  am  bound  to  hold  that  no  such  oommunicar 

tion  was  made  to  any  person  interested  except  the  flingle 

creditor,  Carrmgton,  the  amount  of  whose  debt  does  not 

appear;  for  he  does  not  tell  us  whether  it  was  1001.  or  20t 

Thus  things  remain  up  to  the  death  of  Mr.  Ja/mes  Wd- 
lealey;  and  now  observe  how  matters  stood  at  his  death. 
For  anything  that  anybody  knew  (subject,  of  course,  to 
Lord  Morrmigton  having  mentioned  the  fiact  to  Carrvng- 
ton),  as  to  the  existence  of  the  deed  &om  having  seen  it^ 
or  from  its  having  been  produced,  it  was  perfectly  compe- 
tent to  Lord  Momington  to  take  care  that  these  deeds 
should  never  appear  at  all.    Nobody  had  any  knowledge  of 
the  deeds  except  Murphy,  who  prepared  them;  for  Mr. 
Keene  has  not  told  us  when  he  obtained  i)Ossession  of  them 
All  we  know  is  what  Mr.  Coverdale  tells  us  of  Keefiuli 
waiting  upon  him,  and  telling  him  he  had  got  possession  o 
them.     But,  how  was  this  done?    What  is  the  first  thin] 
Keene  oays  to  Mr.  Coverdale  ?    It  is  not,  "  There  are  deed 
of  appointment;"  but  it  is  an  inquiry,  "  Is  there  any  will? 
And  when  he  is  told  that  there  is  no  will,  then  the  deed 
of  appointment  are  mentioned;  and  that  is  the  first  tim 
they  appear  to  have  been  mentioned  to  anybody  excej 
this  friendly  creditor,  Mr.  Carrvagton, 

Lord  Momington  suggests  that  it  was  impossible  1 
could  have  had  a  notion  that  he  was  to  be  the  party  ' 
benefit  by  these  instruments,  because  he  had  heard  and  1 
believed  that  his  son  had,  previous  to  bis  lunacy,  made 
will,  by  which  he  had  given  the  whole  of  his  property 
a  person  with  whom  he  had  lived.  I  confess  that  it  is  oi 
of  the  most  extraordinary  statements  in  the  case,  that  Lo 
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yrningtan,  bdieving  his  son's  debts  to  be  only  S0002.,        1866. 

,  to  the  detriment  of  his  daughter  Lady  Victoria^  ap-     Wbllislit 

nt  to  him  in  this  state  27,000{.,  in  the  belief  that  the  sur-   thiI^blof 

B  would  go  to  a  woman  wiUi  whom  his  son  had  been   ^^oawntoToii. 

ng.   Anything  more  monstrous  and  incredible  was  never      Indgmnu. 

ted  in  a  Court  of  justice.     Sorry  should  I  be  to  believe 

t  Lord  MornviigUm  desired  in  this  state  of  things  to 

ke  an  appointment  of  this  large  sum  of  27>0002.,  which 

tainly  was  not  required  for  the  payment  of  the  son's 

is,  those  debts  amounting  only  to  300O2w ; — I  say  I  diould 

Sony  to  believe  that  he  desired  to  make  this  appoint- 

at  of  this  very  large  sum  of  money,  with  the  full  im- 

BBDon  that  if  his  son  died,  the  surplus — more  than  20,0002w 

rould  go  over  to  some  person  with  whom  his  son  had 

n  living.      It  is  a  statement  that  I  cannot  possibly 

lit  for  a  moment,  and  I  think  that  the  suggested  de- 

se  utterly  falls  to  the  ground.     But  it  is  not  by  any 

ins  an  inconsiderable  statement  in  weighing  the  ques- 

1  whether  a  fraud  has  been  committed  in  this  instance, 

ause  it  proves  to  what  straits  a  person  is  driven  who 

kes  a  statement  of  this  sort  in  order  to  justify  the  act 

ch  he  has  committed.     I  am  not  imputing  fraud  on 

mere  ground  of  suspicion,  but  I  find  the  large  simi 
J7,000Z.  appointed  to  this  son,  not  merely  without  any 
itimate  object  within  the  power,  but  upon  alleged  rea- 
B  which,  to  my  conviction,  are  utterly  untrue;  and  if 
se  alleged  reasons  are  utterly  untrue,  I  must  of  course  ^ 
jr  that  there  was  no  better  reason  to  state ;  and,  if  there 
\  no  better  reason  to  state,  the  appointment  was  not 
mt  for  the  son,  but  for  the  father.     Lord  Momvngton 

alleged  those  reasons  to  be,  that  he  wished  to  provide 
the  debts.  Upon  the  extreme  improbability  of  that,  I 
^e  already  commented.  He  has  alleged,  also,  his  belief 
t  the  residue  would  have  gone  over  in  the  manner  I  have 
cribed,  and,  in  addition  to  the  circumstance  that  those  al- 
ed  reasons  so  utterly  fail,  I  find  (as  I  have  said  before)  a 
M  2 
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remarkable  circumstance  which  clenches  the  whole  matter, 

y^^^^^     that,  when  these  deeds  are  executed,  they  are  not  com- 

Thb  Eael  of   ^^<^^  ^  *^y  person  whatever  to  whom  they  ought  to 

MoENiNOTOK.  have  been  communicated,  until  the  event  occurs  which  is  to 

JudgmmL     put  Lord  Momvngton  into  possession  of  this  considerable 

property. 

Holding,  therefore,  as  I  do,  that  the  appointment  has 
been  made  by  Lord  Mornmgton,  not  for  the  benefit  of  his 
son  but  for  his  own  benefit,  it  seems  to  me  consistent  with 
the  whole  class  of  authorities,  and  to  follow  the  principle 
of  the  class  of  authorities,  in  which  the  object  of  the  power 
was  capable  of  entering  into  a  bargain  with  the  father, 
which  this  unfortunate  gentleman  was  not — ^to  hold  that 
this  is  a  firaud  upon  the  power,  that  it  is  an  exercise  of 
the  power  by  which  the  father  endeavoured  to  obtain  a  be- 
nefit for  himself,  which  of  course  the  Court  will  not  allow 
him  to  retain ;  and  the  consequence  is,  that  the  deeds  must, 
be  set  aside,  and  Lord  Mornmgton  must  pay  the  costs  of 
this  suit. 
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RAWORTH  V.  PARKER 

d!22ncL 
)T  an  indenture,  dated  the  22nd  of  April,  1853,  between  CredUor^ 

/oagjiiJowor^ofthe  first  part,  theDefendants  of  the  second  y^^^j^^^ 

part^  and  the  several  persons  whose  names  should  be  thereto  — /^'^'w  ^ 

.      .,     -         ,  _    .  .     _  ,.  .    ,  enlarge  Time 

sabficnbed  and  set^  bemg  respectively  creditors  of  the  said  ^Motion  for 
Joseph  Raworth,  of  the  third  part^  the  said  Joseph  Eaworth  dm^" 
conveyed  certain  freehold  hereditaments  therein  described    .  eredito  • 
to  the  Defendants,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  and  assigned  to  deed  contain- 
them  all  his  personal  estate  upon  trust  to  sell  the  said  free-  that  su^^e. 
hold  and  leasehold  estates  respectively  as  therein  mention-  |2hL^d"not 
ed;  and  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  thereof  to  pay  off  «l«cv**  ^^  •**" 

*  "^  •^  sent  m  writing 

cartain  mortgages  upon  the  same  respectively,  and  upon  to  the  deed  on 

trust  to  return  to  the  said  Joseph  Raworth  part  of  his  fur-  Srtain^y,  or 

niture,  to  the  value  of  not  more  than  20?.;  and  to  sell  and  ^ertim^ 

<^yert  into  money  the  rest  of  his  personal  estate,  and  to  i^ot  exceeding 

^ppiy  the  same  and  the  residue  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  the  trustees 

of  his  freehold  and  leasehold  estates  in  paying  the  costs  and  po^^^ghould 

expenses  of  administering  the  said  trust  as  therein  men-  ^  excluded 
^  .  ° .  ,  from  the  bene- 

uoned,  and  subject  thereto  in  trust  to  pay  and  divide  the  said  fit  of  the  deed. 

thrust  funds  unto  and  among  all  and  singular  the  creditors  of  issued  an  ad- 

the  said  Joseph  Raworth  in  rateable  proportion,  according  JJ^h^^Sat^ 

to  the  amount  of  their  respective  debts,  subject  nevertheless  their  power 

4     1  1  •  •  1         •      /s  -I      of  extending 

w  the  covenants  and  provisions  theremafter  contamed :  the  time  for 

execution. 

The  debtor 
oted  his  son  a  large  sum  of  money.  The  son  was  in  America  at  the  date  of  the  deed.  A  so- 
"oU)T  who  had  acted  for  him  when  in  England,  on  the  last  day  for  execution,  wrote  to  the 
tnuteos  on  behalf  of  the  son,  signifying  his  assent  to  the  deed.  Subsequently  he  receiyed 
^  the  son  a  power  of  attorney  to  execute  the  deed,  and  before  the  end  of  the  period  for 
wldch  the  trustees  might  have  enlarged  the  time  for  executing  the  deed,  he  applied  to  them 
^  pennit  him  to  execute  on  behalf  of  the  son:-  Held,  that  the  son  was  entitled  under  these 
'I'CQmstances  to  the  benefit  of  the  deed,  because  it  was  the  duty  of  the  trustees  to  enlarge 
^«  time,  so  as  to  allow  his  attorney  to  execute  the  deed:  Duneh  v.  Kent,  1  Vem.  260,  ob- 
Wvedupon. 

When  a  cause  is  hoard  upon  a  motion  for  decree,  the  Ck>m-t  has  power  to  order  the  hear- 
^K  to  stand  over  to  prove  the  execution  of  a  deed. 
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Provided  nevertheless,  and  it  was  thereby  agreed  and  de- 
clared by  and  between  the  said  parties  thereto,  that  such 
creditors  of  the  said  Joseph  Raworth  as  should  not  execute 
or  assent  in  writing  to  take  the  benefit  of  the  said  now 
stating  indenture  on  or  before  the  22nd  day  of  July  then 
next,  or  within  such  further  time,  not  exceeding  thirty  days, 
as  the  Defendants  or  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  ihem 
should,  by  writing  under  their  or  his  respective  hands  and 
seals  or  hand  and  seal,  declare,  should  be  excluded  from,  all 
benefit  under  the  now  stating  indenture ;  and  the  same  deed 
contained  a  proviso  for  the  release  of  the  said  Joseph  JRon 
worth  from  all  claims  of  the  creditors  who  should  execute 
or  take  the  benefit  of  the  same. 

The  PlaintiflF  i2o6^  Raworth,  a  son  of  Joseph  RoAJoorth, 
was  a  creditor  of  Joseph  Raworth  for  a  sum  stated  to  be 
more  than  40002.  The  trustees  executed  the  deed,  and 
shortly  afterwards  caused  an  advertisement  to  be  inserted 
in  the  London  Ghizette  and  a  daily  London  newspaper,  and 
in  a  provincial  newspaper  published  at  Sheffield,  in  whidi 
advertisement  it  was  stated  that  such  creditors  of  Joseph 
Raworth  as  should  not  execute  the  said  deed  on  or  before 
the  22nd  of  July  then  next,  or  within  sv^h  further  period 
as  the  said  trustees  should  declare,  would  be  excluded 
from  all  benefit  under  the  same. 


Previously  to  the  execution  of  the  deed,  Robert  Raworth 
had  absconded  from  this  country,  and  was  in  America. 
His  mother,  Mrs.  Raworth,  wrote  to  him  there,  and  in- 
formed him  that  it  was  probable  that  Joseph  Raworth 
would  be  made  a  bankrupt,  or  would  have  to  execute  an 
assignment  in  favour  of  his  creditora  Mrs.  RoAvorih  de- 
posed that  her  son  wrote  in  answer  to  this  letter,  request- 
ing her  to  get  Wheat  to  prepare  and  send  out  a  power  of 
attorney  to  enable  Wheat  to  receive  his  father's  debt  to 
him,  and  to  pay  it  over  to  Messrs.  Daubuz  <fe  Co.,  to 
whom  Robert  Raworth  was  largely  indebted;  but  this  letter 
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was  not  forthooming.  Whe(U,  who  had  acted  as  solicitor 
(or  Robert  Ravxyiih  when  he  waa  in  this  country,  on  the 
22nd  of  July,  1853,  wrote  to  the  Defendant's  solicitors,  in- 
timating his  assent  to  the  deed  as  the  attorney  of  Robert 
RawortL  The  firm  of  Davibuz  &  Co,  were  creditors  of 
Merf  Raworth  for  more  than  4000!. ;  and  on  the  27th  of 
May,  1853,  Wheat  sent  a  power  of  attorney  to  Robert 
Baworth  in  America,  authorising  Wheat  to  execute  the 
trust  deed,  and  to  receive  the  dividends  payable  to  him 
tiereunder;  and  to  pay  the  same  to  the  firm  of  Daubuz 
A  Co.  m  discharge  of  Robert  Raworth'a  debt  to  them. 
This  power  of  attorney  reached  Robert  Raworth  on  the  1st 
of  August,  1853,  and  was  sent  back  to  England  apparently 
executed  by  him,  and  was  received  by  Wheai  on  the  15th 
%  of  the  same  month;  and  on  the  18th  of  the  same  month 
Wimt  applied  to  the  Defendants  to  be  allowed  to  execute 
the  deed,  at  the  same  time  informing  them  of  the  power 
of  attorney  which  he  had  received.  However,  the  trustees 
and  the  other  creditors  who  had  signed  the  deed  refused 
to  allow  him  to  do  so,  and  thereupon  the  present  bill  was 
filed  by  Robert  Ravxyrth  and  the  representatives  of  the 
surviving  partner  in  the  firm  of  Daubuz  &  Co.,  who  had 
recently  died,  against  the  trustees,  praying  that  it  might 
be  declared  that  Robert  Raworth  had  duly  assented  to  and 
was  entitled  to  execute  the  deed  for  the  benefit  of  the  re- 
presentatives of  the  surviving  partner  in  the  firm  of  Davr- 
^  i  Co.,  and  for  consequential  relief. 


166 


1855. 


Mr.  Daniel,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Bagshawe,  jun.,  for  the  Plain- 
ti%  contended  that  the  Plaintiff  Raworth  had  assented  in 
time,  or,  if  not,  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  trustees,  under 
^  dicumstanoes,  to  exercise  their  power  of  extending  the 
time;  or  that  it  was  a  case  in  which  a  Court  of  equity 
would  relieve  the  Plaintiffs,  on  the  ground  that  the  Plaintiff 
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Baworth  was  prevented  from  executing  the  deed  in  time 
by  the  accident  of  his  being  absent  abroad.  In  the  follow- 
ing cases,  creditors  who  had  not  executed  within  the  speci- 
fied time  were  allowed  to  take  the  benefit  of  the  deed : 
Dvmch  V.  Kent  (a),  SpoUiawoode  v.  Stockdale  (6),  Watson 
V.  Knight  (c),  Broadhent  v.  Thornton  (d). 

Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  J,  J.  H,  Humphreys,  for  the  De- 
fendants, argued  that  the  PlaintifiTs  case  was,  that  he  had 
assented  to  the  deed  in  time;  and  therefore  he  could  not 
claim  relief  on  the  ground  that  he  was  not  able  to  assent  in 
time.  They  commented  on  and  distinguished  the  cases 
cited,  and  urged  that  there  was  no  ground  for  treating  deeds 
of  this  kind  as  less  binding  than  any  other  deeds.  [YiCB- 
Chancellor. — Have  not  these  deeds  been  viewed  rather 
as  a  guide  and  direction  to  the  trustees  ?]  Then  in  every 
case  in  which  all  the  creditors  did  not  execute  within  the 
limited  time,  the  trustees  could  not  safely  act  imder  the 
deed  without  the  direction  of  the  Court  of  Chancery.  They 
urged  that  the  proper  remedy  for  a  creditor  who  conceived 
.  himself  T^Tonged,  would  be  to  file  a  bill  to  impeach  the 
transaction.  All  the  cases  in  which  creditors  who  did  not 
execute  had  been  admitted  to  the  benefit  of  deeds  of  this 
kind,  were  cases  in  which  the  creditors,  relying  on  the  deed, 
with  the  knowledge  and  assent  of  all  parties,  had  put  them- 
selves in  such  a  position  as  that  they  could  not,  fix)m  lapse 
of  time  or  otherwise,  recover  their  debts  except  by  virtue 
of  the  deed:  Forbes  v.  Limond(e).  The  creditors  who 
actually  executed  were  the  persons  whose  interest  should  be 
considered.  Many  of  them  were  probably  induced  to  do  so 
by  the  expectation  that  a  few  creditors  only  would  execute 
the  deed,  and  divide  the  property  comprised  in  it — ^They 
cited  Collins  v.  Reece  (/),  Bush  v.  Shipman  (gr),  LaTie  v. 


(a)  1  Vera.  260. 
(6)  Coop.  102. 

(c)  19  Beiiv.  369. 

(d)  4  De  Gex  &  S.  65. 


(<;)  4  De  Gex,  Mac.,  &  G.  29a 
(/)  I  Coll.  675. 
(ff)  14  Sim.  239. 
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Hiuhand  (a).  Johnson  v.  Kershaw  (6),  Oovld  v.  JRoberi- 
6on{c\  and  Nicholson  v.  2Wm  (d). 
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Vicb-Chancellor  SirW.  Page  Wood: — 

I  will  first  state  what  fitcts  I  consider  to  have  been  proved 
in  this  case,  that  I  may  clearly  shew  the  grounds  upon 
which  my  judgment  proceeda 

The  execution  of  the  power  of  attorney  has  not  been 
piOTed,  but  the  case  has  been  properly  argued  upon  the 
asBumptiony  that  the  power  of  attorney  has  been  duly  ex- 
ecuted, because,  this  being  a  motion  for  a  decree,  I  have 
power  to  order  the  cause  to  stand  over  to  produce  the  ne- 
oefisaiy  evidence  of  that  fact  Subject  to  that,  the  facts 
proved  are,  that  a  deed  was  executed  on  behalf  of  the  cre- 
ditoreof  the  fietther  of  the  Plaintiff  i2cw(;ar^ A,  by  which  it 
m  provided  that  all  creditors  were  to  be  excluded  from  the 
benefit  of  its  provisions,  who  did  not  execute  or  assent  in 
^ting  thereto  before  the  22nd  of  July  then  next,  or  within 
such  further  time  not  exceeding  thirty  'days  as  the  trustees 
Aould  by  writing  declare.  It  is  proved  that  the  Plaintiff 
Baworth  was  a  creditor  for  a  considerable  sum — ^it  is  stated 
to  be  4000{.;  but  the  trustees  deny  that  it  is  half  that 
unoont  An  advertisement  for  creditors  was  published, 
the  wording  of  which  it  is  important  to  notice.  It  was 
stated  that  such  creditors  of  Joseph  Ravxyrth  as  should  not 
execute  the  deed  "  on  or  before  the  22nd  of  July,  or  within 
snch  furth^  time  as  the  said  trustees  should  declare,"  would 
be  excluded.  Notice  was  therefore  given  to  all  the  creditors 
of  the  power  of  the  trustees  to  extend  the  time  for  the  ad- 
niission  of  creditors  to  execute  the  deed.    Then  I  take  it  to 


(a)  U  Sim.  656. 

{b)  1  De  Gex  &  S.  260. 


(c)  4  De  Gex  &  S.  609. 
Id)  Supra,  p.  18. 
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be  proved — ^for  there  is  no  ground  to  disbelieve  the  state- 
ment of  Mrs.  Raworth — ^that  she  informed  the  Plaintiff  her 
son,  by  letter,  of  the  probability  of  his  father  being  made  a 
bankrupt,  or  of  some  such  deed  being  executed.  That 
letter  was  written  before  the  deed  was  executed,  and  there- 
fore could  not  communicate  to  him  the  fact  of  such  execu- 
tion. It  was  argued  that  the  Plaintiff  cannot  pretend  that 
he  had  not  time  to  execute,  because  his  case  is,  that  he 
actually  sent  notice  of  his  assent  to  the  deed;  but  it  appears 
to  me  that  if  he  sent  his  assent,  it  was  on  being  informed 
of  the  probability  only  of  the  deed  being  executed. 


I  do  not,  however,  take  it  to  be  clearly  proved  that  she  re- 
ceived in  answer  a  letter  from  the  Plaintiff,  stating  that  he 
wished  a  power  of  attorney  to  be  prepared,  and  that  instruc- 
tion should  be  given  to  Wheat  for  that  purpose.  I  think  that 
this  is  not  proved,  because  Mrs.  Ravx>rth  says  that  she  has 
lost  that  letter,  and  it  is  not  stated  that  she  gave  instruo- 
tions  accordingly,  or  acted  upon  that  letter.  All  I  consider 
to  be  proved  is,  that  she  was  very  desirous  that  her  son's 
debt  should  be  provided  for  by  the  deed,  for  particular  but 
very  legitimate  reasons;  and  that  accordingly  she  waited 
upon  Wheai,  and  induced  him  to  prepare  and  send  out  to 
her  son  a  power  of  attorney.  I  take  it  to  be  proved  that 
such  power  was  sent  out  It  is  said  he  did  not  receive 
this  power  for  some  time  after  it  reached  America,  The 
evidence  as  to  that  might  have  been  more  distinct.  It  was 
not  executed  until  August  On  the  22nd  of  July,  which 
was  the  last  day  named  in  the  deed  for  creditors  to  come 
in  and  execute  unless  the  trustees  should  enlarge  the  time, 
Wheat  wrote  a  letter  to  the  trustees,  saying  that  he  assented 
to  the  deed  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff  He  was  asked  whe- 
ther he  had  authority  to  do  so.  He  stated  that  he  had 
not  any  direct  authority.  It  is  sworn  by  the  Plaintiff's 
mother  that  Wheat  was  the  solicitor  of  the  Plaintiff.  How- 
ever, it  is  proved  that  some  one  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff, 
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without  any  authority  from  him,  applied  for  the  benefit  of 
ihe  deed  on  the  last  day  for  his  executing  it^  and  did  not 
apply  for  further  extension  of  the  tima 

The  next  thing  proved  is,  that  Wheat  received  the  exe- 
cuted power  of  attorney  on  the  18th  of  August,  the  date  to 
which  the  time  for  executing  the  deed  might  have  been 
farther  extended  being  the  30th;  and  he  then  wrote  to  the 
trustees  to  inform  them  that  he  had  received  the  power  of 
attorney,  and  to  claim  to  execute  the  deed  on  the  19th. 

The  law  applicable  to  these  deeds  is  in  a  state  which  is 
not  satis&ctoiy;  but  this  case  does  not  appear  to  me  to  re- 
quire a  decision  of  any  doubtful  point  of  law,  because  the 
Plaintiff,  as  I  think,  has  brought  his  case  within  a  principle 
which  ia  well  settled.     Independently  of  the  case  of  Dunch 
T.  £ent  (a),  it  has  been  decided  that  Courts  of  equity  allow 
considerable  latitude  of  construction  to  deeds  of  this  kind. 
Although  they  provide  that  such  creditors  only  as  seal  and 
deliver  the  deed  shall  have  the  benefit  of  it,  this  Court 
holds  that  it  is  not  necessary  to  seal  or  deliver  the  deed,  pro- 
vided the  creditor  assent  to  it     Lord  Eldon,  in  SpoUia- 
**W(fe  V.  Stockdcde  (6),  decided  that  it  could  not  be  alleged 
ty  the  debtor  that  the  deed,  though  void  at  law,  was  not 
*^J8tainable  in  equity,  the  creditors  having  acted  imder  it, 
^i  treated  it  as  valid,  though  there  was  a  provision  in 
«ie  deed  that  it  was  to  be  void  if  all  the  unsecured  creditors 
^ould  not  execute  or  otherwise  accede  thereto  within  a 
S^^en  time,  which  had  elapsed  without  their  complying  with 
**^e  condition.    Lord  Eldon  admitted,  upon  a  plea  being  put 
^  by  the  Defendant  in  that  case,  that  the  deed  was  void  at 
*^^ ;  but  as  the  creditors  had  acted  under  it,  he  held  that  the 
^^ed  was  clearly  sustainable  in  equity.    The  case,  however, 
^^y  decides  that  it  does  not  lie  in  the  mouth  of  the  debtor, 
^^dersuch  circumstances,  to  dispute  the  validity  of  the  deed. 
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(a)  1  Vern.  260. 


(f>)  CJoop.  102. 
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The  drcumstanoes,  too,  of  that  case  were  very  strong.  It 
appeared  that>  shortly  after  the  execution  of  the  deed^  the 
debtor  had  himself  given  to  the  Plaintifis  a  list^  which  he 
said  included  all  his  creditors;  but  subsequently  the  Flain- 
tifis  had  discovered  that  there  were  other  creditors  not  in- 
cluded in  the  list,  who,  by  this  means,  through  the  de&ult 
of  the  debtor,  did  not  execute  the  deed  in  time,  although 
they  did  so  on  being  afterwards  applied  to.  There  is 
no  modem  authority  in  which  relief  has  been  given  after 
the  time  fixed  for  the  execution  of  the  deed  haa  expired 
In  CoUina  v.  Reece  (a),  the  Vice-Chancellor  observed,  that 
there  was  probably  some  error  in  the  report  of  Spottis- 
woode  V.  Stockdale,  because  Lord  Eldon  is  stated  to  have 
said  that  the  plea  in  that  case  relies  on  the  non-execution 
merely ;  whilst,  on  looking  at  the  plea,  that  does  not  seem  to 
have  been  the  case.  According  to  the  report,  the  bill 
stated  that  the  Flaintifis,  since  the  time  for  execution,  had 
caused  applications  to  be  made  to  the  creditors  not  included 
in  the  list,  requesting  them  to  become  parties  to  the  deed, 
and  in  consequence  of  such  applications,  they  executed  the 
same  accordingly.  All  I  think  that  Lord  Eldon  meant  was, 
that  the  plea  did  not  meet  the  case  of  a  subsequent  assent^  but 
a  defect  in  the  prior  assent;  and  that  as  all  the  creditors 
had  then  assented,  the  debtor  could  not  avail  himself  of  the 
objection.  As  to  the  later  authoritieR,  there  is  a  strong  opin- 
ion expressed  in  CoUina  v.  Reece  that  the  time  limited  for 
execution  of  the  deed  is  essential;  and  if  creditors  do  not 
execute  within  that  time,  they  will  be  excluded  from  the 
benefit  of  the  deed  in  equity;  and  the  reason  given  for  this 
is,  that  creditors  who  execute  the  deed  on  the  last  day  do 
so  on  the  faith  that  the  property  is  to  be  divided  among  the 
few  who  have  executed,  and  that  others  will  not  be  let  in 
aft-erwards.  That  may  be  an  important  question  to  decide 
when  it  arises.     It  may  be  observed,  however,  that  if  the 


(a)  I  Coll.  675. 
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reditor  has  executed  before  twelve  o'clock  at  night  on  the 
ut  day,  he  is  still  liable  to  have  the  deed  executed  by 
tbers  up  to  that  tima 

The  older  authority  otDwach  v.  Kent  (a)  is  more  difficult 
odeal  witL  In  that  case  the  Crown  was  indebted  to  Col- 
ife,  and  Lindaey  had  married  the  executrix  of  ColvUe,  and 
rooH  therefore  be  entitled  in  right  of  his  wife  to  that  debt 
lie  Crown  made  to  Zind!^  a  grant  of  a  perpetual  rent  to 
Met  the  debt^  subject  to  a  trust  for  ColvUe'a  creditora  A 
ole  in  Baithby'a  Edition  gives  the  amount  of  the  rent  as 
une  than  5000{.  a  year.  There  was  a  trust  imposed 
latthe  creditors  of  ColvUe  should  be  paid  if  they  came 
iwidiin  a  year.  It  was  intended  to  give  the  executrix 
^CclvUe  the  benefit  of  the  rent;  but  as  CduUe  had  be- 
Hne  greatly  involved,  probably  owing  to  the  delay  in 
lyment  of  this  debt  due  to  him  firom  the  Crown,  it  was 
iOQght  right  that  a  provision  should  be  made  for  his  ere- 
ton^  and  the  property  was  given  to  the  husband  of  his 
wmtrix,  upon  condition  of  her  paying  those  creditors  who 
lould  come  in  within  a  year.  A  bill  was  then  filed  by 
^tors  who  came  in  afterwards,  and  the  Court  held  that 
K)8e  creditors  should  have  the  benefit  of  the  grant;  and 
henever  the  exact  point  arises  for  decision,  that  case  will 
ive  to  be  oorifeidered;  and  if  it  be  held  that  creditors  are 
)t  admissible  after  the  prescribed  period,  I  think  that 
'twici  V.  Kent  must  be  overruled. 

But  I  do  not  think  that  this  case  requires  the  aid  of  autho- 
ty.  On  what  principle  has  equity  given  relief?  A  debtor 
'tends  by  a  deed  of  this  kind  to  provide  for  all  his  creditors, 
^e  intention  of  the  creditors  who  execute  may  be  dilBFerent. 
"^  may  be  inclined  to  give  their  assent,  because  they  are 
^ous  for  a  speedy  distribution  of  the  property.   They  can- 

(a)  1  Vera.  260. 
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not  be  held  to  intend  to  exclude  a  bon&  fide  creditor  who 
comes  in  within  a  reasonable  time,  though  it  may  be  said 
that  they  executed  on  the  faith  that  a  few  creditors  only 
would  execute  the  deed.  What  is  the  duty  of  the  trustees  ? 
Clearly,  whether  themselves  creditors  or  not,  they  ought 
not  to  desire  the  exclusion  of  any.  Accordingly,  in  this  case 
they  issued  an  advertisement,  and  they  did  not  thereby 
inform  the  creditors  that  those  who  executed  before  the 
22nd  of  July  would  have  all  the  property,  and  that  the 
other  creditors  would  be  excluded;  but  they  intimated  that 
the  trustees  had  the  power  of  extending  the  time  within 
which  the  creditors  were  to  execute.  I  think,  thereforei 
that  this  case  differs  in  this  respect  from  the  other  author!* 
tie&  The  trustees  knew  that  the  Plaintiff  Raworth  was  a 
large  creditor,  that  he  was  abroad,  having  absconded,  and 
could  not  easily  be  communicated  with.  They  knew  that 
his  firiends  were  anxious  that  he  should  be  let  in  under  the 
deed.  A  demand  was  made  on  his  behalf  at  a  time  when 
they  could  have  extended  the  period  for  executing  the 
deed.  I  do  not  think  that  this  is  like  a  case  of  arbitration, 
or  that  it  is  quite  clear  that  they  could  not  afterwards 
have  extended  the  time ;  but  I  assume  that  they  had  power 
to  do  so  up  to  the  22nd  of  July,  and  not  afterward&  What* 
was  their  duty  ?  They  felt  that  they  were  bound  to  let  al/ 
the  creditors  have  fair  notice  of  the  deed,  "fliey  knew  that 
there  was  a  large  creditor  whose  friends  were  anxious  that 
he  should  be  let  in,  who  could  not  easily  be  communicated 
with;  and  that  the  only  information  he  had  of  the  matter 
was,  that  such  a  deed  was  likely  to  be  executed.  It  seems 
to  me  that  under  these  circumstances  it  was  the  plam 
duty  of  the  trustees  to  enlarge  the  time  for  executing  the 
deed.  I  therefore  think  that  this  case  is  free  fix>m  the  diffi- 
culties  which  might  otherwise  have  arisen.  There  seems  to 
have  been  no  necessity  for  an  immediate  realisation  of  the 
property,  nor  any  other  circumstance  to  prevent  the  trustees 
extending  the  time;  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  would  be  a 
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re  from  every  principle  of  equity  to  say  that  trus- 
id  if  they  are  themselveB  creditors  it  would  amount 

than  a  mere  disr^ard  of  their  duty  as  trustees — 
berty,  by  refusing  to  extend  the  time,  to  exclude  a 

who,  as  they  knew,  was  prevented  by  his  absence 
from  coming  in  within  the  time.  I  do  not  impute 
mg  intention  to  them;  they  were  acting  on  behalf 
rge  body  of  creditors;  but  when  they  were  aware 
e  Plaintiff  was  such  creditor  and  was  at  a  distance, 
bey  had  the  power  to  give  him  an  opportunity  of 
;  his  case,  it  was  their  duty  to  do  so. 
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Defendants  waived  further  proof  of  the  execution  of 
wer  of  attorney,  and  the  following  is  a  minute  of  the 
made: 


Jlkr  that  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  deed 
Bnch  debt  as  he  shall  establiBh. 


Minnie  of 
Decree. 


ire  what  is  now  due  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  all  other  the  ore- 
entitled  to  come  in  under  the  deed. 

)  an  account  against  the  trustees  of  their  receipts  and  pay- 


M  of  the  suit  to  the  hearing  out  of  the  fund.    Reserve  subse- 

costs. 
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^ '<*  ^  EVANS  V.  BREMRIDGE. 

Ex^t^S!wt^  1^   1849,   the  Reverend   Qeorge  Elton  applied  t 

^u^-^AU^a-  -^^''^^^^  Assurance  Company  for  the  loan  of  210Z. 

tumofPon-  they  consented  to  make  such  loan  upon  the  tenm 

hURdief.  he  should  effect  a  policy  of  assurance  with  them 

The  r^f  ^  ^^®  ^^^  *^®  ^^"^  ^^  400?.,  and  should  assign  the  sai 

granted  in  trustees  for  the  company,  and  should  procure  two  re 

equity  to  one  .   .     ,  .       . 

of  two  sure-  sible  persons  to  jom  him  m  covenants  for  the  lepaymc 
whose  position  ^<^^  ^^^^  ^^^  interest  by  instalments  and  for  the  pay 
^d^y  the  ^^  ^®  premiums  on  such  policy  of  assurance  EUon  1 
acts  of  the        upon  applied  to  the  Plaintiff  to  become  one  of  such  sui 

creditor,  18  to  ,  T¥r»TT»  t>       7» 

have  the  deed  statmg  that  One  WiUiam  Bradley  would  be  the 

to  uTcan-'*^  surety;  and  the  Plaintiff  assented  to  such  request     J 

^  Wh     the  ^®^®^P^^  g^^®  ^  *^^  company  the  names  of  the  Pla 

creditor  had  and  of  WiUiom  Bradley,  who  was  an  uncle  of  EU<y. 

deed,  8o  as  to  his  proposed  sureties  for  such  loan;  and  the  company 

h!o^otii\hht  rented  to  make  such  loan,  and  prepared  a  policy  of  a 

it  was  intend-  ance  on  the  life  of  Elton,  and  also  an  indenture  dated 

ed  to  contain 

a  joint  and  22nd  of  February,  1849,  and  which  purported  to  be  i 
ant  by  two  co^  between  EUon  (who  was  thereinafter,  for  the  sake  of  bre 
Eid^t  H ill    ^y^^^  " *^^  ^^  borrower,")  of  the  first  part,  the  Pla 

that  form  to     and  the  said    Wittiam  Bradley  (sureties  of  the  said 

be  executed 

by  one  of  such  rower)  of  the  second  part,  and  the  Defendants  Bremr 

SSTnot*^      WertJteimer,  and  Wilson  of  the  third  part ;   and  thai 

*"*ti^  ^rTh    ^"^^  reciting  that  by  a  policy  of  assurance  of  the  An 

the  other         Assurance  Company,  dated  the  22nd  of  February,  1 

hiS^^'tin-       Mid  numbered  1189,  the  funds  and  other  property  of 

formed  the 

surety  who 

had  executed 

it  of  this  fact;  but,  on  the  contraiy,  had  afterwards  written  to  him  as  "  one  of  the  sure 

the  principal  debtor  having  become  insolvent: — Held,  that  the  surety  who  had  execute 

deed  was  entitled  in  equity  to  be  relieved  from  all  liability  on  the  covenant 

Semble,  that  if  a  creditor  release  by  deed  one  of  two  sureties,  who  are  jointly  and  sevi 
liable,  ti^e  other  is  also  dischaiged. 

The  dicta  to  the  contrary  in  Ex  parU  Oiffard,  6  Ves.  805,  have  not  been  followed. 
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will  in  a  legacy  of  2500Z.,  and  in  some  residuary  estate,  was 
bound  by  the  covenant  of  herself  and  her  husband,  contain- 
ed in  the  settlement  made  previously  to  their  marriage  ? 
ThiB  question  turned  upon  the  point  whether  or  not,  constru- 
ing the  redtals  of  that  settlement  together  with  the  terms  of 
ihe  covenant,  a  contingent  interest  of  this  description  would 
be  bound  by  it  ?    The  contingent  interest  was  created  by 
a  bequest  to  all  and  every  the  daughter  and  daughters  of 
Andrew  Du  MovJ/m  living  at  the  time  of  his  death  who 
should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  or  marry,  equally,  as 
tenants  in  common;  and  there  were  provisions  for  applying 
the  inoome  of  the  shares  in  maintenance,  and  also  for  mak- 
ing adTancements  to  the  children  out  of  their  expectant 
sharefl)  and  the  residue  was  given  in  the  same  terms.     I 
haTB  no  doubt  that  this  bequest  did  not  confer  a  vested  in- 
terest on  the  daughters.     If  the  words  had  been,  to  such  of 
the  daughters  as  shall  be  living  at  their  parent's  death,  nu- 
merous authorities  shew  that  such  a  description  of  the  party 
is  mvolved  in  the  gift^  and  those  only  can  take  who  answer 
the  description  at  the  time  when  the  event  happens.   Stur- 
J«w  V.  Pearson  (a)  is  a  case  of  a  different  kind.     The  will 
there  contained  a  gift  to  one  for  life,  with  a  direction  to  pay 
*ad  divide  it  among  her  three  children  at  her  death,  which 
^clearly  a  vested  interest;  but  there  were  also  the  words, 
"or  such  of  them  as  shall  be  living  at  her  death;"  and  the 
'ioe-C!hancellor  held  that  the  interest  was  vested,  that  the 
subsequent  words  only  raised  a  doubt,  and  could  not  devest 
^6  interest  given.     In  this  case,  the  gift  is  simply  to  be 
divided  among  the  daughters  living  at  the  death  of  their 
^her.    There  is  no  other  gift,  nor  is  the  gift  to  any  person 
^cept  those  who  answer  that  description.     There  is  super- 
^dcd  a  further  condition,  that  the  parties  to  take  should 
^^^n  twenty-one,  or  marry;  but  the  circumstance  of  their 
Staining  that  age  or  marrying  did  not  obviate  the  neces- 
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VOL  II. 


(a)  4Madd.  411. 
O 


K.  J. 
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mty  of  their  coining  within  the  description  of  persons  liying 
at  the  death  of  their  fiskther.  The  children,  therefore,  had 
nothing  during  the  life  of  their  fEither  but  contingent  in- 
terests. The  recital  in  the  settlement  is,  that  it  had  been 
agreed  that  the  intended  husband  and  wife  should  covenant 
with  the  trustees  to  settle  all  such  personal  estate  as  the 
intended  wife  or  the  intended  husband  in  his  right  should 
be  or  become  entitled  to  in  manner  thereinafter  mentioned 
and  expressed.  There  is  a  separate  witnessing  part,  after 
settling  some  of  the  intended  husband's  property,  whereby 
the  intended  husband  and  wife  covenant  that  in  case  the 
intended  marriage  shall  take  effect^  and  they  the  intended 
husband  and  wife,  or  either  of  them  in  her  rights  should 
at  any  time  or  times  during  the  said  intended  coverture 
be  or  become  entitled  to  any  personal  estate  of  the  value 
of  100{.  or  upwards  at  any  one  time,  the  same  should 
be  forthwith  vested  in  the  trustees  for  the  time  being  upon 
certain  trusts  therein  mentioned.  I  think  that  those 
words  "  be  or  become  entitled,"  entirely  obviate  the  ques- 
tion raised  in  some  of  the  cases,  whether  the  settlement  is 
not  intended  to  refer  only  to  future  property.  The  words 
"be  or  become"  take  in  any  property  to  which  the  intended 
wife  was  actually  entitled  at  the  time  of  the  settlement 
Orafftey  v.  Humpage  (a)  was  decided  on  a  distinct  prin* 
ciple  against  the  daim  of  the  husband  claiming  in  right  of 
his  wife,  by  virtue  of  the  marriage,  certain  property  which 
fell  in  afterwards.  Lord  Langdale  held  that  the  intention 
of  the  settlement  was,  that  the  husband  should  bind  him- 
self  to  settle  everything  which  he  acquired  by  virtue  of  his 
marital  right,  and  therefore  the  interest  which  had  accrued, 
although  it  had  not  been  reduced  into  possession  during 
the  marriage  or  by  the  husband  surviving,  was  boxmd  by 
and  included  in  the  settlement. 


With  respect  to  the  other  point,  as  to  which  the  case  of 
(a)  I  Beav.  46. 
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\  V.  ChiBsiat  (a)  before  the  Lords  Jutiiioes  was  died,  Le., 
Kt,  by  a  general  afisigmneiit  of  all  personal  property,  a 
^tangent  right  of  this  description  would  pass,  that  is  sub- 
tt  to  the  question  whether  or  not  I  can  find  upon  the 
loie  of  this  settlement  that  there  was  an  intention  to  in- 
Lifde  in  it  all  the  property  of  the  wife,  or  whether  the  in- 
ntion  was  not  rather  to  settle  all  the  property  to  which 
le  itite  might  be  entitled  in  any  shape  or  manner  during 
le  marriage.  It  is  quite  clear  that  she  did  not  intend  to 
ettie  all  her  future  property,  including  any  to  which  she 
xiight  become  entitled  after  the  determination  of  the  mar- 
riage: she  intended  to  settle  all  that  she  was  then  or  might 
afterwards  become  entitled  to  during  the  marriage.  I  think 
lakould  be  stretching  the  wordft  of  this  settl^nent  too  far 
if  I  gave  any  other  construction  to  them.  The  words  are,  "  all 
4e  property  she  should  be  or  become  entitled  to."  Now,  by 
^^irtoeof  this  gift  of  the  testator,  although  she  had  the  trans- 
BusBible  contingent  interest^  she  had  nothing  during  Uie 
i^^Aniage  which  could  be  called  property  to  which  she  was 
^titled;  and  imless  I  can  find  something  in  the  settlement 
0  enlarge  the  meaning  of  these  words,  so  as  to  include 
'^OBpective  and  contingent  rights,  I  think  that  this  con- 
^^gent  interest  wiU  not  be  bound.  The  father  of  Mrs. 
^cherley  was  alive  during  her  marriage,  and  therefore 
'^ring  all  that  period  she  had  only  a  possibility  of  enjoying 
^  bequest  The  word  "  entitled"  might  be  large  enough 
'  inciude  a  contingent  interest,  if  the  other  words  of  the 
ttlement  showed  that  it  was  intended  to  have  that  effect ; 
^t  when  I  find  the  words  are,  that  whatever  she  should  be 
f  become  entitled  to  during  her  coverture  is  to  be  vested 
^  the  trustees  upon  the  trusts  expressed  in  this  settlement, 
^  is  impossible  to  say  that  such  a  provision  comprises  any- 
hing  more  or  other  than  what  should  so  become  her  pro- 
P^y  as  to  admit  of  being  dealt  with  upon  the  trusts  of 


(a)  3  De  G.,  Mac.,  k  G.  968. 
o  2 
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the  settlement  It  is  very  questionable  whether  such  a 
covenant  would  comprehend  even  a  reversionary  interest: 
certainly  this  contingent  possibility  is  not  within  the  words 
or  spirit  of  the  settlement 


Dec,  5th. 


CROFTS  V,  MIDDLETON. 


wm^cofum-  Benjamin  MIDDLETON  made  his  will  in  1832, 
and  thereby  devised  all  his  real  estate  to  his  wife  Sarah 
for  life,  and  subject  thereto  he  devised  two  dwelling-houses 
to  his  daughter  Eliza  Chapman  for  life  for  her  separate 
use,  with  remainder  to  her  children,  if  more  than  one,  as 
tenants  in  common,  and  to  the  heirs  and  assigns  of  such 
child  or  children  respectively.  And  the  will  continued. 
But  in  case  any  one  or  more  of  such  children  shall  die 


der — Mar- 
ried Wwnan — 
Acknowledged 
Deed—JSitop- 
pel — Contract 
— Acqmee- 
cence. 


A  devise  of 
real  estate  to 
il.for  life,  re- 
mainder to  the 
children  of  ii. 

in  fee,  with  a  provision  for  survivorship  and  accruer  in  case  of  the  death  of  any  or  either  of 
such  children  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  and  without  issue,  and  if  there  should  not  he 
any  child  of  A,,  or  if  any  o^  all  such  children  should  die  under  twenty-one  and  without 
issue,  a  devise  to  the  heirs  and  assigns  of  A,,  although  A,  had  no  child  at  the  date  of  the 
will  or  at  the  death  of  the  testator : — Held,  that  the  gift  to  the  heirs  of  A .  was  a  contingent 
remainder. 

A,  was  a  married  woman,  and  during  her  coverture  she  and  her  husband  settled  her  in- 
terest under  the  will  by  a  deed  dated  in  1840,  and  which  was  acknowledged  pursuant  to 
the  Fines  and  Recoveries  Act,  upon  herself  for  life,  remainder  to  her  childiren,  and  if  none, 
then  to  her  husband  in  fee.  This  deed  recited  the  will  accurately.  J.  died,  never  having  had 
children: — ffeld,  that  her  heir  claiming  by  descent  was  not  estopped  by  this  deed. 

The  deed  being  expressed  to  be  made  in  consideration  of  the  husband  building  houses 
upon  the  land,  which  he  afterwards  finished : — Held,  that  it  was  a  settlement  for  valuable 
consideration. 

Held — That  the  Fines  and  Recoveries  Act  has  not  removed  the  inability  of  a  married 
woman  to  contract  concerning  her  real  estate ;  and  therefore  ffeld — That  the  above-men- 
tioned settlement,  although  for  valuable  consideration,  was  not  a  contract  which  could  be 
enforced  against  the  heir  of  the  married  woman. 

The  husband  and  wife  afterwards  mortgaged  the  property  under  a  power  in  the  settle- 
ment. S,,  the  presumptive  heir  of  the  wife,  being  aware  of  the  Plaintiff's  intention  to  lend 
money  upon  such  mortgage  before  he  actually  did  so,  told  him  that  the  husband  was  in- 
debted to  him  S.,  and  that  he  should  expect  to  have  his  debt  paid  off  out  of  the  money 
which  the  Plaintiff  was  going  to  lend,  and  that  he  doubted  whether  the  husband  could 
mortgage  the  property ;  but  S.  did  not  state  that  he  had  any  interest  in  the  property,  or 
that  the  husband  and  wife  had  not  power  to  make  the  mortgage :—  Heldf  that  such  Imow- 
ledge  of  and  acquiescence  in  the  transaction  of  the  mortgage  did  not  create  any  equity 
against  S.  on  his  afterwards  becoming  the  heir  of  A,,  all  parties  at  the  time  of  making  the 
mortgage  being  in  possession  of  all  the  facts  of  the  case,  and  the  mistake  being  a  mistake 
not  of  &ot  but  of  law. 
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under' the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  without  leaying*        1355, 
ki^ful  issue  of  his,  her,  or  their  body  or  respective  bodies 
living  at  the  death  of  him  or  them  respectively,  and  so  often 
as  such  event  may  happen,  the  shore  or  shares,  as  well  ac- 
cruing as  original  of  every  such  child  so  dying,  shall  be  and     Staicmmt 
remain  to  the  survivor  or  survivors,  or  other  or  oth^s  of  the 
said  children  in  equal  shares  or  proportions,  if  more  than 
one  to  take  as  tenants  in  common,  and  his,  her,  or  their 
heirs  and  assigns  respectively  for  ever,  every  share  which 
shall  so  accrue  to  any  such  child  being  liable  to  the  same 
condition  of  survivorship  or  accruer  as  his  or  her  original 
share;  and  in  case  there  shall  not  be  any  child  of  my  said 
daogfater  Eliza  Cha/pm/jm,  or  if  any  and  all  such  children 
shall  die  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  and  without 
leaving  lawful  issue  as  aforesaid,  then  I  do  hereby  give  and 
devise  the  said  two  dwelling-houses  with  the  appurtenants 
thereof  unto  the  heirs  and  assigns  of  my  said  daughter 
Bi«a  CAopmon  for  ever.** 

And  after  certain  other  devises  the  will  continued — 

"And  I  give  and  devise  unto  my  daughter  Sophia  Mid- 
^^^ioTif  spinster,  and  her  assigns  during  her  natural  life,  for 
her  sole  and  separate  use,  all  those  two  dwelling-houses 
•djoining  the  Coopers'  Arms  in  Bartkohmew^reet  in 
Newbury  aforesaid,  now  occupied  by  me  and  my  tenant 
^ivh  Long,  with  the  yard  behind  the  same  and  other  the 
^purtenants  thereof.  And  after  the  decease  of  my  said 
^*^hter  Sophia  Middleton,  I  do  hereby  give  and  devise 
^^  said  two  dwelling-houses  and  premises  with  the  appur- 
*^^^t8  thereof  imto  an  only  child,  or  all  and  every  the 
^dren  of  her  my  said  daughter  Sophia  Middleton^  law- 
*^y  to  be  b^otten  (if  more  than  one)  in  equal  shares  or 
P^portions  as  tenants  in  common,  and  not  as  joint  tenants, 
^'^  to  the  heirs  and  assigns  of  such  child  or  children  re- 
S^vely  for  ever,  with  the  like  benefit  and  condition  of 


1»6 


1856. 


St(Ucment» 


GASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

survivorship  and  accruer  as  is  hereinbefore  given  or  pro- 
vided with  respect  to  the  childr^i  of  my  said  daughter 
£Uza  Chapmam;  cmd  in  case  there  ahaU  not  be  any 
child  of  my  aaid  daughter  Sophia  Middieton,  or  if  any 
and  all  such  children  shall  die  under  the  age  of  twenty- 
one  years,  and  without  leaving  lawful  issv^  as  aforesaid, 
then  I  do  hereby  give  and  devise  the  said  two  dwelling- 
houses  and  premises  with  the  appurtenants  thereof  unto 
the  heirs  and  assigns  of  my  said  daughter  Sophia  Mid- 
dleton,for  ever." 


The  testator  appointed  his  son  Sam/iui  Middieton  exe- 
cutor of  his  wilL 

The  testator  died  in  1838,  leaving  his  eldest  son  Sofmud 
Middieton  his  heir  at  law. 

Before  bis  death,  his    daughter  Sophia  had  married 
John  Beale, 


Indentures  of  lease  and  release,  dated  respectively  the 
25th  and  26th  of  May,  1840,  were  made  and  executed  be- 
tween and  by  John  Beale  and  Sophia  his  wife  of  the  one 
part,  and  James  Beale  of  the  other  part,  and  were  duly 
acknowledged  by  the  said  Sophia  Beale  in  pursuance  of  the 
3rd  &  4th  Will.  4,  c.  74 ;  and  by  such  indenture  of  release, 
after  partly  reciting  the  said  will  of  the  said  Benja/mi/n 
Middieton  and  his  death  and  the  said  marriage,  and  that 
the  said  John  Beale  and  Sophia  his  wife  had,  with  the  con- 
sent of  Sa/rak  Middieton,  "vidow  of  the  said  testator  J5eiv 
ja/mi/n  Middieton,  caused  the  said  two  dwelling-houses  so 
devised  by  him  to  his  said  daughter  Sophia  as  aforesaid  to 
be  pulled  down,  and  in  the  room  thereof  had  begun  to  erect 
a  messuage  or  tenement,  with  offices  and  other  buildixig% 
and  that  the  said  John  Beale  and  Sophia  his  wife  were 
therefore  denrous  of  settling  and  assuring  the  same  and 
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^ther  the  lieieditainentfi  and  premises  so  devised  to  her  the        1955. 
aud  Sophia,  and  adjoining  and  belonging  thereto^  to  the 
uses  thereinafter  mentioned :    It  was  witnessed,  that^ 
eflbctnating  the  intentions  of  the   parties,  and  for  the 
Bonmial  consideration  therein  mentioned,  the  said  John     ^^^'^^^'^^^ 
Beale  and  Sophia  lus  wife  granted  and  released  unto  the 
said  Jamea  Beale,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  the  said  site 
whereon  the  said  two  dwelling-houses  formerly  stood,  with 
the  appurtenants,  to  hold  unto  the  said  JoToea  Beale,  his 
h^  and  assigns,  to  the  use  of  the  said  Sarah  MidcUeton 
during  her  life,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  said  Sophia 
Beale  for  life,  without  impeachment  of  waste,  with  re- 
minder to  the  use  of  the  child  and  children  of  the  said 
Sophia,  Beale  in  fee  as  therein  mentioned ;  and  if  there 
should  not  be  any  child  of  the  said  Sophia  Beale,  and  if 
Miy  or  all  such  children  should  die  under  the  age  of  twenty- 
one  years  and  without  leaving  issue,  then  to  the  use  of  the 
Appointees  of  the  said  John  Beale  as  therein  mentioned ; 
and  in  default  thereof  and  subject  thereto,  to  the  use  of 
fte  said  John  Beale  for  life  without  impeachment  of  waste, 
with  remainder,  to  the  use  of  the  said  James  Beale  and 
'"theirs  during  the  life  of  the  said  John  Beale  in  trust  for 
™,  with  remainder,  to  the  use  of  the  said  John  Beale, 
his  heirs  and  assigns,  for  ever. 

Subsequently  John  Beale  completed  the  new  houses 
''^hich  he  was  building  on  the  land,  and  they  were  of  much 
P^ter  value  than  the  houses  previously  standing  thereon. 

%  an  indenture  of  mortgage,  dated  the  23rd  of  April, 
*842,  and  made  between  the  said  Sarah  Middleton,  widow, 
^^  the  first  part,  the  said  John  Beale  and  Sophia  Beale,  his 
^%  of  the  second  part,  and  Richard  Harrison  of  the 
^^I'd  part,  in  consideration  of  5001.  paid  to  the  said  John 
^^otle,  with  the  privity  of  the  said  Sophia  his  wife  and  the 
^  Sarah  Middleton,  by  the  said  Richard  Harrison,  the 
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said  Sarah  Middleton  and  the  said  John  Beale  and  Sophia 
luB  wife,  according  to  their  respective  rights  and  interests 
in  the  premises,  and  in  exercise  and  execution  of  every 
power  vested  in  them  or  either  of  them,  appointed,  granted, 
and  demised  to  the  said  Richard  Harrison,  his  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  the  said  messuage  or  dwelling- 
house  and  buildings,  for  1000  years,  by  way  erf*  mortgage,  to 
secure  the  said  sum  of  500^.  and  interest 

Sarah  Middleton  died  some  time  since,  and  thereupon 
the  said  John  Beale  and  Sophia  his  wife  entered  into  pos- 
session of  the  said  hereditaments  comprised  in  the  said  deeda 

Some  time  before  the  month  of  November,  1846,  Sa/muel 
Middleton,  the  executor,  borrowed  of  the  Plaintiff  John 
Crofts  the  sum  of  300?.,  and  to  secure  the  repayment  thereof 
with  interest  signed  and  gave  to  the  Plaintiff  the  following 
memorandum : — "  Memorandum  that  I  have  this  day  re- 
ceived of  Mr.  John  Crofts  the  sum  of  300?.  to  enable  me 
to  pay  off  a  mortgage  to  Mr.  Thomas  FaUces  of  Reading 
on  my  fireehold  property  in  Barthcloraevystreet ;  and  I 
hereby  undertake  to  deliver  over  the  whole  of  the  title-deeds 
and  writings  relative  thereto  to  Mr.  Crofts,  and  to  make 
him  such  security  for  the  repayment  as  he  may  requira 
Witness  my  hand  this  7th  May,  1844."  And  Samuel 
Middleton  shortly  afterwards  delivered  to  the  Plaintiff  the 
title-deeds  of  the  said  freehold  property  in  Barthclomevh 
street. 

At  the  time  when  the  said  simi  of  300?.  was  advanced  by 
the  Plaintiff  to  Samud  Middleton,  John  Beale  was  in- 
debted to  Samud  Middleton  in  the  sum  of  275?.,  which 
Beale  had  borrowed  to  enable  him  to  build  upon  the 
property. 


By  an  indenture  of  assignment  dated  the  23rd  of  No- 
vember, 1846,  made  between  the  said  Richard  Harrison, 
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St  pari,  the  said  Defendant  John  Beale  and  Sophia 
f  the  second  part,  and  the  Plaintiff  John  Crofts 
hird  part,  in  consideration  of  5002.  to  the  said 
Uarriaon  at  the  request  of  the  said  John  Beale 
Ua  his  wife,  and  of  500{.  to  the  said  John  Beale 
iia  his  wife,  paid  by  the  Plaintiff,  the  said  Richa/rd 
n  assigned  and  transferred,  and  the  said  Defend- 
i  Beale  and  Sophia  his  wife  appointed,  granted, 
rmed  to  the  Plaintiff,  his  executors  and  assigns,  the 
ling-house  and  buildings,  with  the  appurtenants, 
tie  same  for  the  residue  of  the  said  term  of  1000 
)ject  to  a  proviso  for  re-assignment  of  the  said  term 
3nt  of  the  said  sum  of  1000{.,  with  interest  for  the 
iie  rate  of  51.  per  cent  per  annum,  at  the  time  in 
indenture  mentioned,  unto  such  person  or  persons 
ud  Defendant  John  Beale  and  Sophia  his  wife, 
13  or  assigns,  should  direct  or  appoint 
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I  Beale  died  in  March,  1847,  without  having  had 
SaTaud  Middleton  was  her  heir  at  law. 

Jrofta  filed  the  bill  in  this  suit  against  Samuel 
n  and  John  Beale  to  foreclose  his  mortgage. 


*l  Middleton  was  examined  as  a  witness  on  behalf 
laintiff,  and  his  evidence  was  in  effect,  that  in 
340,  he  had  advanced  275i.  to  John  Beale  on  his 
y  note,  to  enable  him  to  pay  for  the  houses  he  had 
he  land;  that  in  1844,  the  Plaintiff  Crofts  lent  to 
OOZ.,  and,  as  a  security  therefor,  witness  deposited 
Plaintiff  the  title-deeds  of  some  property  of  his 
ited  in  Bartholomew-street;  that,  in  1846,  the 
Lold  witness  that  he  was  about  to  advance  to  John 
30i.  on  security  of  Beale* s  property,  and  witness 
I:  "I  said  you  are  never  going  to  do  that;  he 
•wes  me  455i.     I  said,  if  so,  I  should  expect  my 
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deeds  returned  to  me:  I  meant  the  deeds  ^hich  the  Plainr 
tiff  then  had  belonging  to  me  as  security  for  3001.  advanoec 
to  me  by  the  Plaintiff  on  the  7th  of  March,  1844.  I  had 
mortgaged  my  property  to  advance  money  to  BecUe  — 
namely,  the  2751  and  other  money.  I  considered  that  ii 
the  Plaintiff  was  going  to  advance  10002.  on  Sealed  a  pro- 
perty, I  ought  to  have  my  money  returned  from  Beale,  and 
my  deeds  back  from  the  Plaintiff.  If  it  was  Beetle's  pro- 
perty and  he  could  mortgage  it — I  was  not  aware  that  he 
could — I  should  expect  the  money  I  had  advanced  to  BeaU 
to  be  repaid  out  of  it;"  and  that  it  was  so  arranged,  and 
that  witness  got  his  deeds  from  the  Plaintiff,  and  the  9001 
was  set  off  in  account  between  them. 


The  witness  further  deposed,  that^  after  seeing  the  Plain- 
tiff, he  called  upon  Dibley,  the  Plaintiff's  solicitor,  and 
asked  him  "  if  Beale  was  going  to  raise  money  from  the 
Plaintiff,  by  mortgage  of  his  property.  He  said, '  Yes;  Mrs 
Beale,  his  wife,  has  given  it  to  him.  She  could  do  it.'  I 
was  not  consulted  about  her  giving  it  him.  I  know  nothing 
more  about  it  than  Dibley  told  me.  Dibley  dismissed  ma 
I  had  no  further  dealings  with  him  on  that  subject  He 
said  he  had  nothing  to  do  with  me  in  the  matter." 


Argument.         Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  E.  F.  Smith,  for  the  Plaintiff. 

By  the  deed  of  1840,  the  interest  of  Sophia  Beale  in  the 
land  under  her  father's  will  was  well  settled. 


The  construction  of  the  will  is,  that  it  conferred  an  estate 
for  life,  with  a  vested  remainder  in  fee,  upon  Sophia,  sub- 
ject only  to  be  devested  by  a  contingent  executory  devise 
in  fee  to  her  children,  if  she  should  have  any,  who  should 
attain  twenty-one,  or  die  under  that  age  leaving  issue;  for, 
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at  the  date  of  the  will  and  the  death  of  the  testator,  Sophia        1855. 

Becde  had  no  children,  and  therefore  the  role  in  SheUey's 

ccMse  apfdied  to  the  limitation  to  her  heirs,  and  it  was  not  a 

ccHEitiDgent  limitation  (a) ;   and  this  circmnstance  distin- 

goifihes  this  case  from  those  in  which  limitations  somewhat 

similar  have  been  held  to  be  contingent    As  where  the 

lixnitation  is  to  il.  for  life,  remainder  in  an  event  not  exist' 

wg  and  uncertain,  to  ^.  in  fee,  or  to  the  heirs  of  A.^  with 

a  limitation  in  another  event  not  existing  and  uncertwi  to 

B.  in  fee;  that  is  a  contingency  with  a  double  aspect  [YlCE- 

Chahcellob. — ^The  point  seems  to  be  decided  in  PVwnket 

V.  Holmea  (&).}    No— the  limitation  in  that  case  was  to  A. 

for  life;  and  if  A.  should  die  without  issue  living  at  his 

death,  remainder  to  B, ;  but  if  A,  should  have  issue  living  at 

bis  death,  to  A.'s  right  heirs;  and  that  was  held  to  be  a 

^onM/riffeifU  remainder  in  A,  upon  the  principle  contended 

^>  because  the  limitation  to  the  heirs  of  il.  was  in  an  event 

^  eoBisting  cmd  uncerimn  at  the  date  of  the  wilL    There 

tt  no  decision  expressly  in  point;  the  nearest  is  Beck* a  case, 

^lias  Burton  v.  Nichols  (c) ;  and  there  it  was  not  decided,  be- 

^^^iise  the  intermediate  limitation  was  held  to  be  an  estate  tail. 

But  if  the  limitation  to  the  heirs  of  Sophia  Beale 

^xiai  be  construed  to  be  a  contingent  remainder,  which 

coul(J  not  at  that  time  be  the  subject  of  a  conveyance, 

still  the  deed  of  1840  operated  by  estoppel,  so  as  to  bind 

the  Defendant  Samuel  Middleton  as  the  heir  and  privy  in 

blood  o{  Sophia  Beale;  so  that  he  can  never  claim  against 

^hatdeed.    So  it  is  said  in  Co.  Litt  352.  a— "Touch- 

^  estoppels,   which  is  an  excellent  and    curious   kind 

l^anring,  it  is  to  be  observed  that  there  be  three  kinds 

^f  estoppels — ^viz.,   by  matter  of  record,    by  matter  in 

(«)  -Feame's  C.  R,  pp.  30,  31 ;  (c)  Litt.  Rep.  159,  253,  285, 

^w  V.  Price,  12  Ves.  89.  315, 344 ;  Gro.  Car.  363 ;  Feame'B 

®1   Lev.    11;    Raym.    28;  C.  R  352. 
^^*^«'«  C.  R.  341. 
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writing,  and  by  matter  in  pais. By  matter  in 

writing  as  by  deed  indented,  by  making  of  an  acquittance 
by  deed  indented  or  deed  poll,  by  defeazanoe  by  deed  in- 
dented or  deed  poll"  In  BensUy  v.  Burdon  (a),  it  was  so 
held.  The  same  case  afterwards  seems  to  have  come  before 
Lord  Lyndhurst,  who,  it  is  stated,  affirmed  the  decision 
upon  the  ground  that  the  release  contained  a  recital  that 
the  releasor  was  entitled  in  fee:  See  Right  d.  Jefferson  v. 
Bv/JcneU(b),  a  case  in  which  that  view  of  Lord  Lynd- 
hursfa  was  followed ;  Lloyd  v.  Lloyd  (c),  and  Bov/man  v. 
Taylor  (d).  But  further,  if  a  conveyance  were  made  by  fine 
by  a  person  having  no  estate  at  the  time,  and  the  estate 
afterwards  came  to  such  person  or  his  privies  in  blood,  the 
acquisition  of  the  estate  would  feed  the  estoppel,  and  make 
the  fine  which  originally  had  only  a  tortious  effect  an  ope- 
rative conveyance:  Doe  d.  Christmas  v.  OKver(e).  That 
was  not  the  case  with  a  lease  and  release,  because  that  mode 
of  assurance  was  an  innocent  conveyance.  But  a  deed  ac- 
knowledged under  8  &  4  Will  4,  c.  74,  is  substituted  by 
that  Act  for  a  fine,  and  therefore  a  conveyance  by  such  a 
deed  by  a  person  not  having  the  estate  intended  to  be  con- 
veyed would  be  fed  by  the  subsequent  acquisition  of  the 
estate  by  such  person  or  his  privies  in  blood,  just  as  in  the 
case  of  a  fine:  Wood  v.  Lambirth  (/).  Even  if  the  deed  of 
1 840  did  not  operate  as  an  estoppel  at  law,  it  bound  the 
conscience  of  Sophia  Becde  in  equity,  because  she  received 
a  valuable  consideration  for  her  concurrence  in  it^  by  her 
husband  building  houses  on  the  land ;  and  therefore  it  is 
equally  binding  upon  the  conscience  of  her  heir  claiming 
under  her  as  a  volunteer.  Thus  in  Wright  v.  Wright  (g\ 
where,  upon  a  contingency,  land  was  devised  to  i2.  in  fee, 
and,  before  the  contingency  happened,  by  a  deed,  stating 


(a)  2  S.  &  S.  519. 
(6)  2  R  &  Ad.  282. 

(c)  4  Dru.  &  War.  369. 

(d)  2  Ad.  &  E.  278. 


(e)  10  B.  &  C.  187. 

(/)  1  Ph.  8. 

(^)  I  Ves.  sen.  408. 
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Us  interest  as  though  he  had  a  vested  remainder,  R.,  in 
consideration  of  natural  love  and  affection,  granted  his 
right,  title,  claim,  or  demand  under  the  will  to  his  younger 
80A^  and  died  before  the  contingency  happened,  the  con- 
veyance, though  only  for  a  valuable  consideration  in  the 
second  degree,  as  the  Vice-chancellor  observed,  was  sup- 
ported against  the  heir  at  law  of  IL  The  smallest  con- 
sideration vdll  support  such  a  deed  against  a  volunteer: 
Pccrier  v.  Carter  (a). 


ia55. 


Arstfintent, 


Sat  further,  the  Defendant  Samuel  Middleton  stood  by 
ajcifi  allowed  the  Plaintiff  to  lend  his  money  on  this  secu- 
rity, without  mentioning  or  in  any  way  alluding  to  any 
clAim  of  his  own  to  the  estate.  On  the  contrary,  he  actually 
^ipulated  for  and  received  payment  of  a  debt  of  his  own  out 
^f  tlie  money  so  lent,  and  therefore  in  this  Court  he  is 
^imd  by  such  acquiescence:  Pea/raon  v.  Morgan  (6),  Hobbe 
^  Norton  (c).  Raw  v.  Pote  (d),  Boyd  v,  BeUon  (e),  Stronge 
^-  Bawhes  (J\  and  Qregg  v.  Wells  (g). 


Vicb-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood: — 

Upon  the  questions  of  equity  which  have  been  raised,  I 

inust  hear  the  Defendants'  counsel :  I  will  dispose  of  the 

legal  points  at  onca    The  first  suggestion  was,  that,  there 

being  a  legal  limitation  to  a  lady,  who  had  no  child  at  the 

date  of  the  will,  for  life,  with  a  contingent  remainder  to  her 

cluldren,  if  they  should  attain  twenty-one,  in  fee  simple, 

followed  by  a  limitation  to  her  heirs  in  the  event  of  her 

haying  no  children  who  should  attain  twenty-one,  this  last 

limitation,  though  plainly  contingent,  ought  to  be  read  thus : 


W  4  Hare,  409. 
W  2  B.  C.  C.  387. 
W  1  Vern.  135. 
W  2  Vera.  239. 


(e)  IJ.  &  L.  730. 

(/)  4  De  G.,  Mac.,  &  G.  186. 

(^)  10  Ad.  &  E.  90. 


Jiidffment, 
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IBtUi^  — ^rebus  aic  stantibus,  if  she  should  still  have  no  child  aft 
the  death  of  the  testator,  she  is  to  take  an  estate  in  fee; 
and,  as  if  the  only  contingency  was  one  devesting  the  fee 
Juda^eni  ^  Conferred,  and  vesting  it  in  her  children  if  she  should 
have  any  who  should  attain  twenty-ona  The  feUacy  of 
this  argument  is,  that  the  limitation  is  not  in  fee  except 
on  a  contingency,  which  cannot  be  ascertained  until  the 
death  of  the  lady,  namely,  whether  she  shall  then  have 
children  who  shall  attain  twenty-one,  and,  if  not,  she  is  to 
have  the  fee.  The  rule  in  SheUej/a  case  does  not  interfere 
with  this  construction,  it  only  determines  when  the  word 
heir  is  to  be  read  as  a  word  of  limitation  or  purchase. 

The  limitation  then  is  of  an  estate  for  life,  with  a  con- 
tingent remainder  in  fee;  and,  it  is  clear,  that^  except  by 
the  doctrine  of  estoppel,  that  contingent  remainder  could 
not  have  been  conveyed  at  law. 

But,  it  is  argued,  that  there  was  an  estoppel  in  tliis  case, 
and  on  that  part  of  the  argument  I  think  that  the  distinc- 
tion which  was  attempted  to  be  made  is  utterly  untenable^ 
It  was  suggested  that  the  mere  effect  of  a  lease  and  release 
works  an  estoppel,  and  for  this  Coke  upon  LUUetan  was  cited, 
where  he  lays  down  that  there  may  be  an  estoppel  by  deed 
indented  against  the  party  conveying,  and  against  his  pri- 
vies in  blood.  But,  the  question  always  is,  whether  there 
is,  upon  the  whole  deed,  any  distinct  averment  either  by 
recital  or  in  any  other  way, — as  I  shall  notice  when  I  come 
to  speak  of  estoppel  by  demise, — ^any  distinct  averment  of 
the  grantor's  title  against  which  his  heir  or  his  privy  in 
blood  can  assert  nothing,  being  bound  by  the  deed.  Be* 
lease  is  not  such  an  averment  Lord  Lyndhurst,  on  the 
appeal  in  Benaley  v.  BuTdon(a),  founded  his  judgment 
entirely  on  the  express  averment  in  the  deed  by  the  party 

(a)  2  B.  &  Ad.  282. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

makiiig  it^  that  he  was  seiaed  in  fee,  wfaidi  his  heir  was 

BOl allowed  to  dispute;  he  did  not  rely  upon  the  oonyey- 

anoe  made  by  the  deed.    There  is  a  passa^  in  LUt,  sect 

446,  which  shews  why  a  demise  operates  as  an  estoppel 

IMeUm  lays  it  down,  that  "no  right  passeth  by  a  re-     •^**^^'****- 

kflse  but  the  right  which  the  releasor  had  at  the  time 

of  the  release  made;  for,  if  there  be  father  and  son,  and 

the  {either  be  disseised,  and  the  son  (living  his  father)  re* 

ki80th  hy  his  deed  to  the  disseisor  all  the  right  which  he 

liath<^  may  have  in  the  same  tenements,  without  clause  of 

vanuitjr  &c,  and  after  the  father  dieth  &a,  the  son  may 

lawfully  enter  upon  the  possession  of  the  disseisor." 

Diere  is  no  estoppel,  then,  if  there  is  no  warranty — but 
aU  demises  imply  an  assertion  of  title,  and  give  this  kind  of 
wananiy;  whilst  a  conveyance  by  lease  and  release  has 
nmply  this  operation:  the  estate  passes  by  the  lease  for  a 
J^,  and  then  by  a  release  founded  on  that  the  lessee  takes 
aU  the  estate  and  interest  which  is  then  in  the  releasor; 
it  k  an  innoc^it  conv^ance  which  only  passes  what  he  then 
Ittd,  and,  therefore,  by  the  release  alone  there  can  be  no 
c>tQ|^  But  here  there  is  besides  a  distinct  recital  of  the 
tnietitl&  The  deed  of  1840  recites  the  will  of  the  testator, 
ttd  purports  to  release  all  the  estate  and  interest  of  the  par- 
ty derived  under  it;  and  I  find  a  passage  in  a  judgment  of 
I^M  Tenterden,  in  the  case  of  Right  d.  Jefferya  v.  BtLck- 
^(a),  which  I  am  glad  to  avail  myself  of,  instead  of  using 
i&y  own  words,  "  Nor  shall  a  man  be  estopped  where  the 
^nith  appears  by  the  same  instrument,  or  that  the  grantor 
^  nothing  to  grant,  or  only  a  possibility."  In  this  case 
^6  instrument  shewed  upon  the  face  of  it,  that  the  party 
^  not  anything  to  release  except  this  contingent  interest, 
^  therefore,  the  deed  could  have  no  legal  effect  The 
^Mwite  g[  Fines  and  Recoveries  does  not  give  to  this  deed 
the  effect  of  a  fine,  but  only  the  operation  which  it  would 

(a)  2  B.  &  Ad.  281. 
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Arffumeni. 


have  if  executed  by  a  man  or  feme  sole ;  and,  theF< 
any  person  so  circumstanced  would  not  be  estoppe 
can  be  no  estoppel  in  this  case. 


Mr.  W,  M.  James,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Bevir,  for  t 
fendants,  upon  the  questions  of  equity, 

The  deed  of  1 840  cannot  be  r^arded  as  a  contrac 
this  Court  will  enforce.  A  wife  is  not  capable  of  o 
ing  with  her  husband.  The  3  &  4  Will.  4,  a  74,  ] 
in  any  way  removed  this  disability.  If  she  had 
into  a  formal  agreement  by  an  acknowledged  de 
valuable  consideration,  that  contract  could  never  be  c 
against  her  or  her  heirs. 

As  to  the  allied  acquiescence  of  the  Defendan 
dleton,  there  could  be  none  in  such  a  case  as  this,  wl 
mistake  was  in  law  and  all  the  facts  were  known  to  b< 
ties,  to  the  Plaintiff  as  well  as  to  the  Defendant^  \ 
Plaintiff  was  even  put  upon  his  guard  by  the  De 
Middleton  himself.  To  obtain  relief  on  this  groun< 
of  fraud  or  bad  ffidth  must  be  made  out:  Dann  v. 
rier  (a),  PiUmg  v.  Armitage  (6),  Master  of  Clare 
Harding  (c). 

Mr.  E.  F,  Smith,  in  reply,  relied  on  Parker  v.  Cai 
as  shewing  that  a  married  woman  can  contract  by 
knowledged  deed. 


JudgmaU.       ViCE-ChANCELLOR  SiR  W.  PAGE  WoOD: — 

A  married  woman  by  a  deed  of  conveyance  duly  a 
lodged  by  her  under  the  Statute  for  the  Abolition  c 


(a)  7  Ves.  231. 
(5)  12  Ves.  86. 


(c)  6  Hare,  273. 
((/)  4  Hare,  409. 
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sttdcompany  were  charged  with  and  rendered  subject  and 
liable  to  the  payment,  to  the  executors,  administrators,  or 
usigDS  of  the  said  borrower,  of  4002.  within  three  months 
after  satisSactory  proof  of  his  decease,  subject  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  premium  and  to  the  provisoes  and  conditions 
in  the  said  policy  expressed ;  and  that  the  said  borrower 
had  agreed  with  the  said  parties  thereto  of  the  third  part 
for  the  loan  of  210{.  on  the  security  of  an  assignment  of  the 
B&id  policy,  and  on  the  security  of  the  joint  and  several 
eovenants  therein  contained:  it  was  witnessed,  that,  in  con- 
fflderation  of  the  sum  of  2101.  to  the  said  borrower  paid  by 
the  said  parties  thereto  of  the  third  part  immediately  be- 
fore the  execution  thereof,  the  said  borrower  assigned  the 
policy  to  the  said  parties  thereto  of  the  third  part,  subject 
nevertheless  to  a  proviso  avoiding  the  indenture  in  case 
the  said  borrower,  his  heirs,  executors,  or  administrators 
dioold  pay  unto  the  said  parties  thereto  of  the  third  part> 
Aeir  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns  the  said  principal 
8am  of  21  Oi.  by  equal  half  yearly  instalments  of  701.  each 
on  each  succeeding  22nd  day  of  August  and  22nd  day 
tf  February,  imtil  the  whole  of  the  said  principal  simi 
Aonld  be  paid,  together  with  interest  at  51.  per  cent  per 
Minnm  on  so  much  of  the  said  principal  sum  as  should  from 
^e  to  time  remain  unpaid,  the  first  of  such  instalments  to 
^  paid  on  the  22nd  day  of  August  then  next  (the  covenants 
A^inafter  contained  being  fully  performed).  And  the 
8aid  borrower  and  the  said  parties  thereto  of  the  second  part, 
for  themselves,  their  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators, 
hereby  jointly  and  severally  covenanted  with  the  said 
Parties  thereto  of  the  third  part,  their  executors,  adminis- 
^'^tors,  and  assigns,  that  they  the  said  parties  thereto  of  the 
^  and  second  parts,  or  some  or  one  of  them,  their  or 
^^  some  or  one  of  their  executors  or  administrators  woidd 
P*y  to  the  said  parties  thereto  of  the  third  part,  their  exe- 
<^tors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  the  said  instalments  and 
"iterest  on  the  several  days  and  times  aforesaid,  and  that  if 
voi*  n  N  K.  J. 
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1856,^  defsiult  diould  be  made  in  payment  of  any  or  either  of  the 
said  instalments  and  interest,  or  any  part  thereof  as  afore- 
said, then  that  they  the  said  parties  thereto  of  ihe  first  and 
second  parts,  or  some  or  one  of  them,  their  or  some  or  one 
of  their  executors  or  administrators  would  pay  to  the  said 
parties  thereto  of  the  third  part,  their  executors,  adminis- 
trators, or  assigns,  upon  request,  the  whole  of  the  said  prii^ 
cipal  sum  and  interest^  or  so  much  thereof  as  should  remain 
impaid;  and  that  they  the  said  parties  thereto  of  the  first 
and  second  parts,  or  some  or  one  of  them,  their  or  some  or 
one  of  their  executors  or  administrators  would  from  time 
to  time  during  the  life  of  the  said  borrower,  until  all  moneys 
purported  to  be  secured  by  the  said  indenture  should  be 
fully  paid  and  satisfied,  pay  the  premiums,  duty,  and  exr 
penses  which  ought  to  be  paid  for  keeping  the  said  policy 
on  foot,  and  for  effecting  and  keeping  on  foot  every  re- 
newed and  substituted  policy.  And  that  in  case  default 
should  be  made  in  payment  of  any  such  annual  premiums^ 
duty,  or  expenses,  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  parties  thereto 
of  the  third  part,  their  executors,  administrators^  and  aa- 
signs  from  time  to  time,  so  long  as  any  money  should 
remain  secured  by  the  said  intended  indenture,  to  keep  oa 
foot  such  assurance  as  aforesaid,  and  in  case  of  the  forfeiture 
or  determination  of  the  said  policy,  to  renew  the  said 
policy  or  effect  a  substituted  poUcy  with  the  said  company 
for  the  like  amoimt  upon  the  life  of  the  said  borrower,  and 
to  pay  or  retain  the  premiiuns  and  other  expenses  thereon ; 
and  that  the  said  parties  thereto  of  the  first  and  second 
parts,  or  some  or  one  of  them,  their  or  some  or  one  of  their 
executors  or  administrators  would  upon  request  pay  unto 
the  said  parties  thereto  of  the  third  part,  their  executors, 
administrators,  or  assigns  all  such  money  as  they  or  h^ 
should  expend  in  or  about,  or  be  reasonably  entitled  to  re- 
ceive or  retain  for  or  in  respect  of  keeping  on  foot  such  assu- 
rance as  aforesaid,  and  for  and  in  respect  of  renewing  the 
said  policy  or  effecting  any  such  substituted  policy  as  afore- 
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aid,  with  intereit  thereon  at  the  rate  of  52w  for  orery  lOOL        1855. 

if  ibe  year;  aiid  that  the  said  policy  and  every  such 

naewed  and  tubstitated  policy  should  be  a  security  for  the 

iqMkyment  of  the  same  sums  and  interest  in  addition  to  the 

aid  sum  of  money  intended  to  be  thereby  secured  as  afore- 

aid,  and  the  interest  thereof,  and  the  costs,  charges,  and 

e^^enses  occasioned  by  the  nonpayment  thereof  but  so 

o^cartheless  that  the  total  amount  of  principal  money  to  be 

iiltixkiately  recoyerable  under  the  said  indenture  shoiild  not 

oceed  the  sum  of  8002. 

•BUon  executed  this  deed  on  the  day  of  its  date,  and  then 
took  it  to  the  Plaintiff  at  Worcester,  where  the  Plaintiff 
executed  it  and  returned  it  to  EUon.  And  the  AncJu>r 
Aaaurance  Company  afterwards  advanced  to  EUan  the  sum 
of  ZIOL  less  certain  deductions. 

The  other  surety  WUUam  Bradley  never  executed 
the  deed. 

On  the  28th  of  March,  1849,  John  Robert  Dolby,  the 
dien  manager  of  the  said  company,  sent  to  the  Plaintiff  the 
following  letter : — 

**  Anchor  Life  Aesurance  Company, 

"  80,  SackvUle-street,  Piccadilly, 

*' London,  March  28th,  1849. 
"  Sib, — ^The  directors  expect  undeviating  punctuality  in 
^  return  of  all  moneys  advanced  by  this  company,  as  by 
tke  oontract  of  assurance  nothing  will  become  payable  to 
^e  assured  in  case  of  death  unless  the  premiums  of  in- 
^^''^ce,  as  well  as  the  instalments  and  interest  on  any  loan 
^e  to  them  by  the  office,  be  regularly  paid.  I  therefore 
^g  to  forward  for  your  particular  guidance  the  subjoined 
^  <rf  instalments  as  they  severally  become  due  upon  the 
^erend  George  EUon*8  loan  of  2102.,  which  sums  must 

N  2 
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be  paid  on  the  day  they  respectively  fall  due,  othenrae 
immediate  appliccUion  wiU  be  m^ade  to  the  sureties,  and 
the  policy  of  assurance  will  at  the  same  time  become  void 
"  I  am,  Sir,  your  obedient  servant, 

"  John  Bobebt  Dalby,  Manager/' 


When  PayahU, 

InstaJr 
menu. 

IrUerett. 

Premiums. 

Total 

22nd  of  August,     1849 
„      February,  1860 
„      August,       „ 

£ 
70 
70 
70 

£    #.    d. 
6    5    0^ 
8  10    0  ^ 
1  16    0 

£   $.    d. 
19  14    8 

£    $,  d. 
r75    5    0 
-^  98  14    8 
Ul  15    0 

Oeorge  EUon  did  not  pay  the  instalment  which  became 
due  on  the  22nd  of  August,  1849  ;  and  Mr.  Dalhy  on  the 
11th  of  September,  184J9,  sent  to  the  Plaintiflf  another 
letter  as  follows : — 

"  September  11th,  1849. 
"  Sir, — The  Reverend  0.  EUon  having  failed  to  pay  up 
the  arrears  due  on  the  loan  advanced  to  him  by  this  office, 
I  am  directed  by  the  Board  to  apply  to  you  as  one  of  his 
sureties  for  the  immediate  payment  of  the  same,  in  order 
to  prevent  instructions  being  given  to  our  solicitor  to 
recover  the  entire  amount  remaining  due  to  the  company. 
"  I  am,  Sir,  your  most  obedient  servant, 

"John  R  Dalby,  Manager/' 

And  on  the  18th  of  the  same  month,  a  clerk  of  Mr. 
Cleoburey,  who  was  the  solicitor  of  the  company,  sent  to  the 
Plaintiff  the  following  letter : — 


"  18th  September,  1849. 
"  Sir, — The  Reverend  Mr.  Elton  having  failed  to  pay  up 
his  instalment  due  from  him  to  the  Anchor  Assurance 
Company,  my  instructions  are  to  issue  writs  against  the 
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mrelieSt  unlees  the  amount  due  be  paid  at  my  office  as 
above  before  Saturday  next,  with  58,  for  this  application. 
**  I  am.  Sir,  your  obedient  servant,  . 

"  For  Mr.  Oleobv/rey,      "  G.  W.  Prescott." 

"  N.  B. — ^This    business    having    been   placed    in    my 
bands,  it  will  be  useless  to  make  any  application  to  the 
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In  reply  to  such  applications,  the  Plaintiff,  who  was  then 
the  solicitor  of  George  Mton,  acting  upon  his  representa- 
tions, applied  for  delay  imtil  the  then  following  Christmas, 
to  which  request  the  said  company  acceded 

At  the  following  Christmas  the  property  of  the  said 
(korge  Elton  was  sold,  and  did  not  produce  sufficient  to 
enable  him  to  make  any  payment  to  the  said  company. 

On  the  19th  of  January,  1850,  the  Plaintiff  called  at  the 
office  of  the  company  to  inquire  the  address  of  WiHiam 
Bradley,  and  then  ascertained  for  the  first  time  that  Wil- 
liam Bradley  had  never  executed  the  said  indenture,  and 
that  the  company  had  advanced  the  said  sum  of  2102. 
less  some  deductions,  to  the  said  Oeorge  EUon,  and  he  had 
idivered  over  to  them  the  said  indenture  executed  by  him- 
self and  the  Plaintiff  only,  alleging  that  he  was  very  anxious 
to  go  out  of  London  on  that  day,  and  stating  that  the  said 
ViUiam  Bradley  would  call  and  execute  the  said  in- 
denture on  the  then  following  day,  which  however  he  did 
not  do. 

In  consequence  of  such  discovery,  the  Plaintiff  insisted 
that  he  was  not  liable  upon  the  indenture,  or  at  all  events, 
not  liable  for  more  than  one  moiety  of  the  moneys  due 
thereunder. 

The  company  however,  on  the  28th  of  May,  1855,  caus- 
ed an  action  to  be  commenced  against  the  Plaintiff  in  the 
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1865. 


StcUemeni, 


names  of  the  Defendants  Bremridge,  Wertiieimer,  and 
WUaon,  to  recover  the  sum  of  210i.  with  interest  thereon 
from  the  22nd  of  August,  1849,  and  a  premium  of 
191, 14s.  Sd.f  which  became  payable  on  the  policy  on  the 
22nd  of  February,  1850.  The  Plaintiff  Evans,  the  De- 
fendant at  law,  pursuant  to  the  Statute  17  &  18  Yict 
c  125,  &  83,  pleaded  by  way  of  equitable  plea  the  &cto 
and  circumstances  above  mentioned,  to  which  the  Haintiff 
at  law  demurred.  The  action  at  law  was  stiU  pending,  and 
the  demurrer  was  set  down  for  argument 

The  Plaintiff  now  filed  the  bill  in  this  suit>  alleging  that 
he  had  executed  the  said  indenture  on  the  fiedth  that 
WiUiaTTi  Bradley  would  afterwards  execute  it  as  his  co- 
surety, and  praying  a  declaration  that  the  Plaintiff  was  in 
equity  discharged  from  all  liability  under  the  said  inden- 
ture, and  that  such  indenture  might  be  decreed  to  be  can- 
celled so  far  as  the  Plaintiff  was  concerned,  or  that^  at  all 
events,  it  might  be  declared  that  the  Plaintiff  was  not  liable 
in  equity  for  more  than  one  moiety  of  the  moneys  due 
thereimder,  which  he  was  ready  and  offered  to  pay  if  ne- 
cessary ;  and  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  Defendants 
from  further  prosecuting  their  action  against  the  Plaintiff 
as  aforesaid,  and  from  commencing  any  other  action  against 
the  Plaintiff  upon  the  said  indenture. 


Argufnent.         ^^*  ^oU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Southgate  for  the  Plamtiff 

The  Plaintiff  is  discharged  from  all  liability,  because  he 
executed  the  deed  upon  the  faith  that  his  liability  was  to 
be  joint  and  several ;  and  the  Defendants  ought  to  have 
procured  the  deed  to  be  executed  by  the  other  surety,  which 
they  did  not  do,  nor  did  they  inform  the  Plaintiff  that  thia 
was  not  done,  but,  on  the  contrary,  wrote  to  him  after- 
wards as  one  of  the  sureties  :   UnderhiU  v.  Horwood  (a). 


(a)  10  Ves.  226;  14  Ves.  28. 
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Bonaer  v.  Cox(a\  Leaf  v.  fl%6»  (6),  Pidcock  v.  Bishop  (c), 
VPTiAcfter  v.  HM(d),  Stone  y.  Oompton(e). 

Mr.  ChomcUeae,  Q.  C,  am.  cur.,  mentioned  Aice  y.  Oar- 
don  (f),  where  a  person  haying  signed  as  surety  for  a  firm 
a  joint  and  seyeral  bill  of  exchange,  on  the  feiith  that 
another  person  would  sign  it  as  co-surety  with  him,  such 
other  person  not  having  signed  he  was  held  to  be  discharged 
from  liability  as  between  himself  and  the  firm. 

Mr.  Shapter  for  the  Defendants. 

The  Plaintiff  ought  not  to  have  come  to  a  Court  of  equity 
at  alL  A  Court  of  law  could  give  him  relief  against  his 
liability  under  this  deed,  if  he  is  entitled  to  any,  by  making 
kim  pay  part  of  the  amount  only :  Wodehoibse  v.  Faa^e- 
frtjfiher  (g).  And  haying  pleaded  an  equitable  defence  at 
k^w,  the  whole  jurisdiction  oyer  the  case  was  at  law :  Framk 
V.  JBamM  (h),  [Vic&CHAif CELLoa — ^That  does  not  oust 
ttie  jtmsdiction  of  this  Court  (i).  It  only  affects  the  ques- 
tLomofcoBta] 

This  instrument^  it  is  admitted,  is  binding  to  some  extent 
^  W.  The  Defendants  only  seek  to  make  the  Plaintiff 
^ble  for  half  the  amount  secured.  This  Court  cannot 
S'^^iki  the  Plaintiff  relief  to  any  greater  extent  Ex  parte 
^wrd  (*),  Latch  y.  WecOake  (I). 

^ere  is  no  question  of  contract  in  the  case.    The  rights 
*  principal  and  sureties  depend  upon  the  equities  between 

(<^>  4  BMiy.  379 ;  8  Jur.  387.  (ff)  19  Jur.  998. 

<^)  4  Car.  &  P.  466.  (A)  2  Myl.  &  K.  620. 

Cc>  3  B.  &  C.  605.  (i)  Note.— See  Farebrother  v. 

C<«>  5  R  &  C.  269.  Wdchman,  24  L.  J.,  N.  S.,  Ch.  410. 

C«>  1  Arnold,  436.  {h)  6  Vea  805. 

C/")  11  Beay.  265.  (0  11  Ad.  &  E.  969. 
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the  parties.  In  Austin  v.  Eovxird  (a)  a  plea  by  one  of 
two  sureties  to  a  replevin  bond,  that  it  was  not  executed  by 
the  other  surety,  was  held  to  be  bad,  and  the  Court  recom- 
mended the  Plaintiff  to  take  half,  and  that  is  the  equity  of 
the  case.  It  is  true  that  a  doubt  was  thrown  out  whether 
the  surety  m%ht  not  have  succeeded  if  he  had  pleaded  that 
he  executed  the  bond  only  as  an  escrow  until  it  was  exe- 
cuted by  the  other  surety.  But  there  is  no  foundation  for 
that :  In  re  Semple  (&)• 

Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  in  reply. 

The  ViCE-CflANCELLOE  reserved  his  judgment 


Vice-Chancellob  Sir  W.  Page  Wood: — 

The  only  question  in  this  case  is,  how  far  the  Plaintiff  in 
equity  is  entitled  to  be  relieved  from  the  consequences  of  a 
covenant  entered  into  by  him  in  a  deed  purporting  to  be 
made  between  him  and  the  Anchor  Insurance  Company^  a 
third  person  who  had  borrowed  money  from  the  company^ 
and  another  party  whose  name  was  introduced  into  the 
draft  deed  as  a  co-surety  with  the  Plaintiff  for  the  borrower. 

From  the  form  of  the  deed,  which  was  prepared  by  the 
Insurance  Company  and  sent  by  them  to  the  Plainti£^  it  is 
beyond  question  that  the  original  intention  of  all  parties 
was  that  the  Plaintiff  and  WiUia/m  Bradley  should  be  co- 
sureties for  EUon,  the  borrower  of  the  money,  and  that  they 
should  be  jointly  and  severally  bound.  Elton  and  the 
Plaintiff  alone  executed  the  deed,  and  the  company  took 
possession  of  it  so  executed,  and  did  not  procure  it  to  be 
executed  by  the  other  surety.  The  Plaintiff  was  left  in 
ignorance  of  that  fact,  and  recently  letters  have  been  writ- 
ten to  him  on  behalf  of  the  company,  in  which  they  call 
upon  him  to  pay  as  one  of  the  suretiea 


(o)  7  Taunt.  28,  327. 


(6)  3  J.  &  L.  488. 
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needed  that  under  these  circumstanceB  it  was 
to  hold  the  Plaintiff  liable  for  the  whole  sum 
!lie  deed.     His  present  claim  is  to  be  relieved  in 
the  pajrment  even  of  half  the  amount. 

1  my  judgment  because  I  wished  to  consider  the 
particularly  Ex  parte  Oiffard(a),  in  which 
appears  to  have  entertained  an  opinion,  though 
K^sitiVely  determine  the  point,  that  after  such  a 

been  executed  the  person  taking  it  might  re- 
the  sureties  without  discharging  the  co-surety 
>ility.  It  seemed  to  me,  if  that  was  the  law, 
might  be  given  to  one  of  two  sureties  the  mo- 
hey  had  executed  the  deed  of  suretyship,  with- 
;ing  the  other,  that  a  surety  could  scarcely  say  he 
uiy  worse  position  where  his  intended  co-surety 
ted  the  deed  at  alL  I  do  not  think  however 
0  cases  are  precisely  similar,  because  the  surety 
te  on  the  probability  or  improbability  of  a  deed 
eing  given,  and  may  be  willing  to  take  the 
B  creditor  diminishing  his  security  by  afterwards 

one  of  his  suretiea  But  in  Nicholson  v. 
Ix  parte  Oiffard  was  cited,  and  Lord  Eldon's 
expressly  overruled  by  the  Court  of  Queen's 
e  learned  Judges  in  that  case  said  that  it  ap- 
em  that  Lord  Eldon  had  not  decided  the  pointy 
lOt  have  had  all  the  circumstances  before  him ; 
on  the  authority  of  the  case  in  the  Year  Books, 
L  B.  pL  33,  they  held  distinctly  that  a  release 
obligor  is  a  release  of  both,  and  that  therefore 
in  Ex  parte  Oiffard  could  not  be  upheld;  but 
reditor  did  release  one  of  two  sureties,  the  other 
be  discharged.  That  decision  at  law  has  not 
isputed 


1866. 


JudfftMHi^ 


Ves.  805. 


(6)  4  Ad.  &  E.  676. 
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186(^.  I^  '^'^^  argued  for  the  Defendants  that  the  deed  in  this 

cas&caimot  be  treated  as  founded  upon  an  agreement  that 
all  parties  diould  execute  it ;  and  in  support  of  this  argument 
the  case  of  In  re  Semple  (a)  was  cited,  to  shew  that  in  the 

**'*****•  case  of  a  creditor's  deed  one  party  could  not  say,  I  executed 
this  deed  on  the  &ith  that  other  creditors  would  also 
execute  it,  and  as  they  have  not  done  so,  I  am  not  to  be 
bound  The  real  point  there  was,  that  it  was  contended 
the  deed  had  not  been  delivered,  but  was  an  escrow,  and 
was  only  to  take  effect  upon  condition;  btititwashdd 
that  at  law  it  was  a  good  deed;  and  under  the  particular 
circumertances  of  the  case  Lord  8t  Leonards  was  of  opiiH 
ion  that  there  was  no  equity  to  alter  the  l^al  effect  of 
the  deed. 

So  here  the  deed  is  good  at  law.  Not  having  delivered 
the  deed  upon  condition  of  its  being  executed  by  the  0(h 
surety,  Ihe  Plaintiff  is  bound  at  law  to  pay  the  whole  amount} 
but  the  question  is  what  is  its  efifoct  in  equity. 

I  aj^rehend,  it  beii^  conceded  (omitti]^  all  qoestioia 
as  to  the  operation  of  the  deed  as  an  escrow)  that  the 
Plaintiff  cannot  be  held  bound  to  pay  the  whole  amount  of 
the  debt^  it  follows  that  the  l^al  operation  of  the  deed 
must  be  controlled,  and  the  question  is,  to  what  extent  thai 
must  be  done?  In  UnderMU  v.  Norwood  (h)  Lord  Eldon 
says  distinctly,  that  the  relief  granted  by  Courts  of  equity 
in  such  cases  is  to  decree  that  the  deed  should  be  delivered 
up.  He  there  says,  ''I  had  a  notion  which  I  think  waa 
not  correct^  that  where  a  man  executes  a  bond,  meaning 
that  it  should  be  the  joint  bond  of  himself  and  anothery 
and  not  his  several  bond,  it  would  not  be  his  several  bond 
But  the  cases  go  £Eu1her.  In  such  a  case,  however,  unleM 
there  is  something  special,  the  man  who  had  become  so 

(a)  3  J.  &  L.  488.  {b)  10  Yes.  S25. 
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aeienilly  bound  has  a  right  to  have  that  bond  delivered  up,        1860, 
far  Us  intention  was  not  to  become  a  mere  several  obligee, 
and  the  rights  are  different  both  in  law  and  equity.'' 

The  only  doubt  I  had  was  whether  it  might  not  be  the  Judgmmt. 
proper  ootuse  to  order  the  deed  to  be  delivered  up  upon 
some  terms,  as  that  the  Plaintiff  should  be  bound  to  the 
exte&t  of  half  the  sum  secured  by  his  covenant;  but  look- 
ing to  the  other  authorities.  Leaf  v.  Oibba  (a)  and  Rice  v. 
Qcrdondb),  which  proceeded  upon  the  equities  of  the 
parties,  it  seems  to  be  decided  that  when  once  it  appears 
Ihat  the  instrument  is  not  such  as  it  was  intended  to  be, 
ttis  Gonrt  holds  that  the  l^al  effect  <^  the  instrument  is  to 
ke  got  lid  of  as  against  the  surety.  This  Court,  then,  will 
kok  at  the  original  agreement  between  the  parties,  to  see 
if  it  appears  that  they  all  intended  the  oMigation  shoxdd 
be  joint  and  several  between  the  co-sureties.  In  this  case 
fte  deed  wa»  in  that  form,  and  was  prepared  and  framed 
bjr  the  covenantees,  who  sent  it  for  execution  to  the 
Httntiff,  thereby  giving  him  the  clearest  iutimation  that 
\m  liabiHly  was  intended  to  be  joiut  and  several.  After 
^  it  was  the  duty  of  the  company  to  inform  the  Plaintiff 
ttat  the  deed  was  not  executed  by  his  co-surety  as  originally 
propoeed,  and  to  ascertain  his  view  with  respect  to  his 
altered  position.  It  is  impossible  to  say  that  it  was  not 
ittKterially  altered  by  the  Plaintiff  becoming  severally  boimd, 
^^^seially  in  this  case,  considering  the  relation  of  the  prin- 
cipal ddjtor  to  the  other  surety.  The  Plaintiff  may  have 
^^Icnlated  on  the  influence  that  person  might  have  exer- 
^  together  with  himself  in  inducing  the  debtor  to  di&- 
^^i^Sfge  his  obligation. 

I  am  of  opinion,  on  the  whole,  that  the  Plaintiff  is  en- 
titled to  have  this  deed  wholly  set  aside,  and,  as  he  was  not 
'^nned  of  his  altered  position,  with  costs. 


(a)  4  Car.  &  P.  466.  (6)  11  Beav.  265. 
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1855.  Dbclarb  that  the  Plaintiff  is  discharged  £rom  all  liability,  and 

that  the  deed  onght  to  be  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled,  and  that  the 
Defendants  must  pay  the  costs  of  this  suit. 

NoTB. — ^This  decision  was  afltoaed  by  the  Lords  Justices,  Febmaiy 
23rd,  1856. 


Minute, 


Dec.  I4th  A  ATCHERLEY  v.  DU  MOULIN. 

15^ 

Marriag^  Set-    LaD  Y  MANNOCK,  by  her  will  dated  the  7th  of  Febru- 

nant toeettie     ^>  1814,  directed  that  the  sum  of  2500!.  £5  per  cent 

W^^'Beor  ^^  Anniiities  should,  within  the  space  of  six  calendar 

^come  enti'      inonths  after  her  death,  be  purchased  or  transferred  out  of 

tied* — Will 

C(mttruetio%-^  her  personal  estate,  and  invested  in  the  names  of  her  trus- 

2^^  tees  Selhy  and  Wright,  who  should  stand  possessed  thereof 

g     — ^  upon  trust  for  all  and  every  the  daughter  and  daoghters  of 

nuptial  Bcttle.  Andrew  Du  MovUn  Uving  at  the  time  of  hia  decease  who 

tendod  hua-  shovXd  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  or  marry,  to  be 

oovwi^ted^*  divided  amongst  them  in  equal  shares;  and  if  there  should 

with  the  trus-  be  but  one  such  daughter,  the  whole  to  be  in  trust  for  such 

tees,  toftt  ix 

the  intended  one  daughter;  and  after  certain  other  bequests,  the  testa- 
wife,  or  either  trix  gave  and  bequeathed  all  the  residue  of  her  personal 
iK!  di^uW '  estate  to  the  said  Sdhy  and  Wright,  their  executors,  ad- 

at  any  time      ministrators,  and  assigns,  upon  trust  to  convert  and  invest 

during  the  co-  , 

Terture"be      the  same  as  therein  mentioned,  and  to  stand  possessed 

titled "  to  any   thereof  upon  the  same  trusts  in  favour  of  the  daughters  of 

^rT^Sw^    the  said  Andrew  Du  Moulin  as  were  thereinbefore  ex* 

value  of  lOOi,   pressed  concerning  the  said  sum  of  2500!.  £&  per  cent 

or  upwardfl,  ,  ,  ,  , 

the  same  Bank  Annuities,  with  a  gift  over,  in  case  there  should  be 

should  be  set- 
tled.   At  the 

time  of  executing  the  settlement,  the  wife  was  interested  in  a  legacy,  which  had  been  be- 
queatiied  in  trust  for  all  the  daughters  of  her  father  living  at  the  time  of  his  death,  who 
diould  attain  twenty-one  or  mairy,  in  equal  shares.  The  marriage  was  solemnised,  and 
the  wife's  father  siurviyed  her  husband: — Held,  first,  that  the  interest  of  the  wifo  in  the 
legacy  dining  the  coyerture  was  contingent;  and, 

Secondly,  that  it  was  not  within  the  covenant  in  the  settlement 
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no  daughter  of  the  said  Andrew  Du  Moulin  living  at  his 
death  who  should  attaiji  twenty-one  or  many. 

The  testatrix  died  on  the  17th  of  April,  1814;  Andrew 
JkMovlm  died  on  the  4jth  of  July,  1854,  having  had  issue 
01  children,  two  of  whom  died  in  his  lifetime;  four  sur- 
Tiyed  him — ^namely,  a  son  and  three  daughters — of  whom 
the  Plaintiff,  Anne  Atcherley,  was  one.  The  four  surviving 
diildren  severally  attained  their  ages  of  twenty-one  in  the 
Kfetime  of  the  said  Andrew  Dv,  MoriUn,  and  the  Plaintiff 
and  another  of  the  said  daughters  were  married  in  his  life- 
time. 
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1655. 


StaUmetU, 


The  Plaintiff  was  married  to  Rowlcmd  Atcherley  in  the 
year  1846;  and  previously  to  and  in  contemplation  of  such 
maniage,  an  indenture  of  settiement,  dated  the  12th  of 
Jannaiy,  1846,  was  made  and  executed  between  and  by 
Biza  Atcherley  of  the  first  part,  the  said  Rowland  Atcher- 
fejf  of  the  second  part^  the  Plaintiff,  by  her  then  name  of 
iime  Du  MovMn,  spinster,  of  the  third  part,  and  the  De- 
fendants Nicholas  Selby  Du  MouUn  and  Edward  Norris 
rfthe  fourth  part;  and  by  this  indenture,  after  reciting 
amongst  other  things  that  it  had  been  agreed  that  the  said 
ifniiand  Atcherley  and  An/ae  Du  MouUn  should  cove- 
Bant  with  the  said  Nicholas  SeJhy  Du  Moulin  and  Ed^ 
iwnl  Norria,  their  executors  and  administrators,  to  settle 
ttd  assure  aU  such  peraonal  estate  as  the  so/id  Anne  Du 
Mculm,  or  the  saAdRowh/nd  Atcherley  m  her  right  should 
feor  heeome  entiUed  to  as  thereinafter  mentioned,  in  the 
Banner  thereinafter  expressed,  and  after  settling  a  sum  of 
1250t  and  certain  other  property,  it  was  witnessed  that  the 
■aid  Rowkmd  Atcherley  and  the  said  ATi/ae  Du  Moulin 
h[  himself  and  herself,  and  his  and  her  heirs,  executors,  and 
idministrators,  did  thereby  covenant  with  the  said  N,  Selby 
Du  Moulin  and  Edward  Norris,  their  executors  and  ad- 
flunistrators,  that  in  case  the  said  intended  marriage  should 
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1855.  take  e£Peot»  and  they  tiie  said  R  Atcherley  and  Arms  Dt 
Movlm,  or  either  of  them  in  her  right,  should  at  amy  tiAm 
or  tvmea  during  the  said  intended  coverture  be  or  beconu 
entitled  by  gift,  devise,  bequest^  descent^  or  otherwise  how- 
soever,  to  any  personal  estate  of  the  value  or  amount  o! 
1001.  or  upwards,  at  any  one  time  (other  than  and  exoept  in 
terests  which  should  be  restricted  to  tihe  life  of  the  PlainiiS 
or  which,  whether  so  restricted  or  not^  should  be  settled  anc 
limited  to  her  separate  use  and  dis)>osal)  then  and  in  ever] 
such  case  the  same  should  be  forthwith  vested  in  the  aaii 
Nicholas  Selby  Du  Moulvn  and  Edwa/rd  Norriet  or  otha 
the  trustees  or  trustee  for  the  time  being  of  the  said  in- 
denture of  settiement,  upon  trust  to  convert  and  get  in  the 
same,  and  to  stand  possessed  of  the  money  to  arise  fiom 
such  personal  estate^  upon  trust  to  invest  the  same  in  tine 
public  stocks  or  funds  of  the  United  Kingdom,  or  at  in- 
terest upon  real  securities,  and  to  stand  possessed  of  the 
said  stocks^  funds,  and  securities,  upcm  trust  to  pay  the  in- 
terest, dividends,  and  annual  produce  thereof  to  sueh  per- 
son  or  persons,  and  for  such  intents  and  purposes  as  thi 
said  Anne  Du  MovZvn,  notwithstanding  her  being  imdei 
coverture,  should  by  any  writing  under  her  hand  from  timf 
to  time,  when  and  as  the  same  should  become  due  and  pay- 
able, but  not  by  way  of  anticipation,  direct  or  appoint;  and 
in  de£Ekult  of  and  subject  to  any  such  direction  and  appoint 
menty  in  trust  to  pay  the  said  interest,  dividends,  or  annua 
produce  as  and  when  the  same  should  beoome  due,  but  na 
by  way  of  anticipation,  into  tiie  proper  hands  of  the  said 
Anms  Du  MovUn,  for  her  separate  use,  and  upon  hei 
single  receipt  for  the  same;  and  after  her  death,  upon  trasl 
to  pay  such  interest,  divid^ids,  or  annual  produce  to  tibfi 
said  22.  Atcherley  during  his  life,  subject  to  a  proviso  deter 
mining  such  life  interest  in  certain  events  in  the  said  m- 
denture  maitioned;  and  after  the  decease  of  the  survivor  a 
them  the  said  RowUmd  Atcherley  and  Arvae  Du  MoulUi 
upon  the  like  trusts,  and  subject  to  the  like  powers  and  provi 
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aons,  for  the  benefit  of  the  children  and  remoter  issue  of 
tho  said  BawUmd  Atcherley  by  the  said  Arme  Dv,  Movlm 
u  were  th^ieinbefore  expressed  or  declared  for  the  benefit 
of  sudi  children  and  issue  in  respect  of  Ihe  sum  of  I2502. 
thereinbefore  covenanted  to  be  paid,  and  subject  to  such 
tnistsi,  powerSy  and  provisions,  then  in  case  the  said  Arme 
Du  Movlm  should  survive  the  said  RowUind  Atcherley^ 
^Kiai  trust  for  the  said  Awm  Du  Movlm,  her  executors, 
adminietiatprs,  or  assigns;  but  in  case  the  said  Ro'vdomd 
AUikerley  should  survive  the  said  Aime  Du  Movlm,  then 
vfou  trust  as  in  the  said  ind^tui?e  is  mentioned. 

Rowla/nd  Atcherley  died  on  the  10th  of  March,  .1851, 
leaving  the  said  Anne  Atcherley  his  widow,  and  three  chil- 
dien  surviving  hiuL  Nicholas  Sdby  Dv  Moulin  and  Edr 
mrdNorria  reoeiYeiAn/neAtcherlei/B  share  of  the  25002. 
and  the  residue  under  Lady  Ma/rmock'a  will,  and  invested 
tlie  same  in  the  purchase  of  1955Zu  15^.  9d.  Bank  j?3  percent 
Annmties.  Anm^  Atcherley  as  Flaintifif,  and  the  trustees  of 
ber  settlement  and  her  children  as  Defendants,  submitted 
these  facts  in  a  special  case  to  the  Court  the  question  being 
whether  the  said  sum  of  19552.  158.  9(2.  Bank  £Z  per  cent 
Annuities  was  subject  to  the  settlements  or  belonged  abso- 
lutely to  the  Plaintiff 
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1855. 


SUUmml, 


Mr.  Fooks  for  the  Plaintiff 

Mr.  Bates,  for  some  of  the  Defendants,  cited  Qrafftey  v. 
Bumpage  (a),  in  which  it  was  decided  that  a  reversionary 
interest  in  certain  personalty,  which  was  vested  in  the  wife 
at  the  time  of  the  n^arnage,  was  included  in  a  covenant  to 
settle  any  proi>erty  to  which  she  should  thereafter  during 
the  coverture  become  entitled. 


ArffwncfU, 


(a)  1  Beav.  46. 
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Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Fleming,  for  the  trusteea. 

The  interests  given  to  Mrs.  A  tcherley  by  Lady  Mannock'a 
will  were  vested,  subject  to  be  devested.  As  ia  Harrison  v. 
Foreman  (a),  where  the  bequest  was  to  A.  for  life,  and  after 
her  death  to  B,  and  C.  in  equal  moieties;  and  in  case  of 
the  death  of  either  of  them  in  the  lifetime  of  A.,  the  whole 
to  the  survivor  living  at  A/s  death;  and  SmUlier  v.  WUr- 
lock  (6),  where  the  gift  was  to  the  testator's  wife  for  life, 
and  after  her  death  to  his  brothers  and  sisters  named  in 
the  will  in  equal  shares;  and  in  case  of  the  death  of  any  of 
them  in  the  lifetime  of  the  wife  gift  over;  and  Sturgesa  v. 
Pearson  (c),  where  the  gift  was  to  A.  for  life,  and  after  her 
death  to  be  equally  divided  amongst  her  three  children  or 
such  of  them  as  should  be  living  at  her  decease,  the  same  to 
be  paid  to  them  at  their  age  of  twenty-one  years.  [ViCE- 
Chancellor — Is  there  any  gift  here  to  any  of  the  chil- 
dren of  Andrew  Du  Moulin  until  his  death  ?  It  is  only 
to  be  divided  among  those  who  shall  be  living  at  his  death.] 
At  any  rate,  if  it  was  a  contingent  interest,  it  might  be 
bound  by  the  settlement.  [Mr.  Lee,  Q.  C,  am.  cur.,  referred 
to  Ivison  V.  Oassiot  (<i).]  And  the  covenant  being  to  include 
all  property  which  the  intended  wife  should  "  be  or  become 
entitled  to,''  did  not  refer  only  to  future  property,  and  there- 
fore this  interest  is  within  the  terms  of  the  covenant 


Mr.  Fooks,  in  reply,  referred  to  BvM  v.  Pritchard  (e). 


JkcllUh. 

Jiidgment.      ViCE-ChANCELLOR  SiR  W.  PaGE  WoOD: — 

The  question  in  this  case  is,  whether  or  not  a  contingent 
interest^  which  the  Plaintiff  Mrs.  Atcherley  took  under  a 


(a)  5  Ves.  207. 
(6)  9  Ves.  233. 
(c)  4Madd.411. 


(d)  3  De  G.,  Mac,  &  G.  968. 
le)  1  Rubs.  213. 
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and  Recoveries  can  pass  all  her  interest  in  her  real  estate, 
either  legal  or  equitable.  That  is  the  effect  of  the  inter- 
pretation clause,  which  says,  that  the  word  "  estate"  shall 
include  every  interest  in  land,  either  at  law  or  in  equity, 
and  there  are  also  provisions  enabling  her  to  release  powers. 
It  is  a  different  question  whether  she  can  enter  into  a  con- 
tract with  her  husband,  or  with  any  other  person,  which 
could  be  enforced  by  this  Court  against  the  wife  during  her 
life,  or  her  heirs  after  her  death.  It  has  been  argued,  that 
she  must  be  in  some  sense  capable  of  contracting,  or  else 
the  question  in  Parker  v.  Carter  (a)  could  not  have  arisen. 
In  that  case  an  estate  was  limited  to  the  use  of  the  hus- 
band and  wife,  and  the  heirs  and  assigns  of  the  wife,  and 
there  was  subsequently  a  conveyance  by  the  husband  and 
wife  by  deed  and  fine,  which,  but  for  the  stat  27  Eliz.  c.  4, 
was  a  perfect  conveyance;  and  the  question  was,  whether 
there  was  any  consideration  for  the  deed  :  and  it  was  held 
that  the  concurrence  of  the  husband  and  wife  was  a  suf- 
ficient consideration.  The  question  of  contract  would  arise 
in  such  a  case  in  a  modified  sense.  The  Court  would  in- 
quire whether  there  was  any  consideration  passing  to  the 
person  who  made  the  conveyance,  and  in  that  sense  it 
would  consider  the  question  of  contract,  that  is  to  say,  that 
the  married  woman  in  return  for  the  consideration  so  paid 
to  her  disposed  of  all  her  estate  and  interest  That  is  dif- 
ferent, however,  from  the  question  whether  she  could  enter 
into  any  contract  which  could  be  enforced  against  her. 

Mr.  Smith, — There  are  some  authorities  on  that  subject, 
which  I  submit  establish  that  a  married  woman  has  power 
to  enter  into  a  binding  contract  respecting  her  real  estate. 

Vice-Chancellor. — If  you  have  any  such  cases  they 
may  be  handed  up  to  me,  and  I  will  consider  them  here- 
after (6). 

(a)  4  Hare,  409.  quently  handed  up  the  CAses  of 

\h)  Mr.  E,   R  Smith   snbse-      Owens  v.  Dicienian,  Cr.  &  Fh. 
VOL.  IL  P  K.  J. 


MiDDLETON. 

Judgment, 
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I  confess,  from  the  opening  of  this  case,  my  impression 
has  been  that  relief  could  not  be  given,  miless  it  might  upon 
the  principle  of  Wright  v.  Wright  (a).  There  were  no  means 
of  conveying  this  contingent  interest  at  law ;  but  it  was  ar- 
gued, that  if  there  were  any  valuable  consideration,  this 
Court  would  enforce  the  deed  in  equity.  Subject  to  any 
authority  that  I  may  be  referred  to  on  that  point,  I  am  of 
opinion  that  this  Court  would  not  enforce  specific  perform- 
ance of  a  contract  by  a  married  woman,  by  deed  acknow- 
ledged by  her,  that  on  a  particular  day  for  a  certain  con- 
sideration she  would  execute  a  proper  conveyance  of  her 
lands.  Unless  the  case  is  brought  to  that,  the  PlaintiflF 
could  not  obtain  the  relief  which  was  given  in  Wright  v. 
Wrighty  and  which  he  might  otherwise  be  entitled  to.  If 
I  had  to  consider,  whether  there  is  a  valuable  consideration 
expressed  in  the  deed,  then,  since  the  husband  was  under 
no  obligation  to  build  upon  his  wife's  lands,  I  think  his 
having  done  so  would  be  sufficient  to  establish  a  considera- 
tion for  the  contract 


Then,  with  respect  to  the  supposed  fraud,  the  Defendant 
has  been  examined  as  a  witness,  and  his  statement  amounts 
to  this:  the  Plaintiff  told  him  he  was  going  to  advance 
money  to  Becde,  and  the  Defendant  thereupon  informed 
him  that  Beale  owed  the  Defendant  money,  and  said  that 
he  must  be  paid  that  sum,  and  that  he  should  insist  on  the 
Plaintiff  giving  up  to  him  the  title-deeds,  which  he  had 
deposited  with  the  Plaintiff  to  secure  3001.  due  from 
the  Defendant  to  the  Plaintiff;  and  at  the  same  time  the 
Defendant  intimated  that  Beale  had  got  the  property,  or 
used  some  equivalent  words.    He  afterwards  met  the  Plain- 


4S;  i85Jeac?v.iVe&on,2Beav.245; 
and  DofoeU  v.  Dew,  1  Y.  &  C.  C. 
345;  and  the  Vice-ChanceUoT  in 
the  course  of  the  week  intimated 
that  these  authoritioB  did  not  in- 


duce him  to  alter  his  opinion,  be- 
cause in  all  of  them  the  wife  had 
an  estate  to  her  separate  use. 
(a)  1  Yes.  sen.  408. 


(JASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


209 


tiff's  solicitor,  who  told  the  Defendant  that  Beale's  wife 
could  give  the  Plaintiff  the  property,  and  that  he  did  not 
want  the  Defendant's  assistance.  Instead  of  any  statement 
having  been  made  to  mislead  the  Plaintiff,  he  there  set  the 
Defendant  at  defiance,  saying  that  he  did  not  require  his 
help,  because  the  property  could  be  conveyed  by  the  wife 
and  husband  together.  If  the  Plaintiff  knew  that  the  De- 
fendant Middleton  was  the  heir  of  his  father,  he  would  not 
have  any  reason  to  complain.  After  having  been  told  that 
there  were  doubts  as  to  Beale's  power  to  convey  the  land 
he  chooses  to  complete  the  transaction  without  the  assist- 
ance of  the  other  party.  If  he  did  not  know  his  own 
rights,  can  he  say  that  the  Defendant,  as  heir,  was  con- 
curring in  ihe  arrangement?  In  either  case,  this  is. very 
different  from  the  authorities  which  have  been  cited. 
In  every  one  of  those  there  has  either  been  silence  ad  to 
some  fact  which  was  known  to  one  of  the  parties,  and  not 
to  the  other,  at  a  time  when  the  former  knew  that  the 
other  party  was  about  to  act  upon  the  supposition  that  no 
such  fSetct  existed;  or,  as  in  another  class  of  cases,  where  a 
person  makes  a  direct  misrepresentation  concerning  the  state 
of  the  title.  The  fraud  in  that  class  of  cases,  wliich  con- 
sLstB  in  the  tacit  suppression  of  a  fact^  may  be  a  fraud  in 
the  eye  of  the  law  without  being  morally  a  fraud.  The 
person  may  have  knowledge  of  the  fact  without  knowing 
its  legal  effect;  the  law  supposes  that  he  must  be  aware  of 
its  legal  effect,  and  therefore  he  is  bound.  So,  in  a  case  of 
positive  misrepresentation,  a  man  may  represent  that  he 
has  no  interest,  because,  from  a  mistake  as  to  the  law,  he 
beUeves  that  he  has  none;  still,  if  he  makes  that  represen- 
tation, he  is  assumed  to  know  the  law,  and  is  therefore 
bound  by  his  representation.  The  only  case  cited  in 
which  the  decision  was  adverse  to  the  party  who  had 
made  a  suggestion  which  might  have  led  the  other 
party  to  a  true  knowledge  of  the  state  of  the  case,  was 

p  2 
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Judgment. 
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Hobba  V.  Norton  (a),  in  which  Sir  Oeorge  Norton  said  to 
the  intended  purchaser  from  his  brother  of  an  annuity,  that 
he  believed  his  brother  had  a  good  title  to  it ;  he  had  been 
paying  him  the  annuity  for  twenty  years;  that  he  had 
heard  there  was  an  old  settlement,  but  he  had  been  pay- 
ing this  annuity  for  twenty  years.  But  he  must  be  taken 
by  that  representation  to  have  meant  that  the  old  settle- 
ment was  not  material,  and  this  threw  the  other  party  off 
his  guard;  and  the  person  who  made  that  representation 
was  not  allowed  subsequently  to  set  up  the  old  settlement 
against  the  person  whom  he  had  so  misled.  That  was  the 
strongest  case  cited;  but  that  case  falls  far  short  of  this. 


I  dismiss  the  bill,  but  I  think  it  must  be  without  costs, 
as  a  house  has  been  built  upon  the  property,  and  300i. 
have  been  paid  to  the  Defendant  in  respect  of  this  mort- 
gage transaction. 

Mr.  Ja/mes,  Q.  C. — With  respect  to  costs,  there  is  an  ac- 
tion at  law  pending,  which  we  have  suspended  on  account 
of  this  suit 

Vice-Chancellor. — If  the  Plaintiff  gives  you  judgment 
in  the  action  I  dismiss  the  bill  without  costs;  otherwise, 
with  costa 


(a)  1  Vem.  134. 
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ARMITAQE  u  WALKER 

JLhE  "Lcmcashire  and  Yorkshire  Benefit  Building  So-  Ben^BuUd- 
ciety"  was  established  in  1852,  and  its  rules  were  certified  j^ri»diciwn~ 
and  enrolled  on  the  19th  of  November  in  that  year  (a).  mtMrawin 

dfembert — 
ArfntrcUum — Award — ^iVew  Bules. 

lo  any  proceedings  at  ]aw  or  in  equil^  respecting  a  Benefit  Building  Society,  the  primary 
consideration  for  the  Court  is,  that  the  legislature  has  provided  a  cheap  and  summary  mode 
of  settling  any  question  concerning  their  aJQfairs  by  arbitration,  vnth  the  intention  carefully 
to  provide  that  these  societies  should  not  be  subjected  to  expensive  litigation.  The  object 
of  these  societies  is  to  raise  a  fund  by  means  of  which  the  members  may  be  enabled  to  pur- 
chase land  or  houses.  The  mode  by  which  this  is  to  be  done  is  by  investing  the  subscribed 
moneys  upon  very  advantageous  terms  under  powers  given  them  by  statute. 

Where  the  rules  of  such  a  society  authorised  the  directors  to  invest  the  funds  on  mort- 
gagee for  ten  years  at  any  rate  of  interest,  or  in  building  on  or  improving  land  mortgaged 
to  them,  and  authorised  members  to  withdraw  their  shares  upon  giving  a  certain  notice, 
and  provided  that  such  members  should  not  be  liable  to  any  future  fines,  but  should  be 
entitled  to  receive  the  net  amount  of  their  subscriptions  paid  with  interest,  and  also  a 
share  of  profits,  but  no  time  was  specified  for  making  such  payments;  and  the  directors 
had  power  to  pay  such  claims  in  the  order  in  which  they  arose,  the  amount  payable  -  to  a 
withdrawing  member  having  been  referred  to  arbitration : — ffeld,  that  it  was  competent  to 
the  arbitrator  to  consider,  when,  consistently  with  the  due  prosecution  of  the  other  objects 
of  the  society,  such  payment  should  be  made,  and  to  fix  a  time  for  such  payment  ac- 
cordingly. 

Held,  also,  that  a  Court  of  equity  had  no  jurisdiction  to  alter  the  award,  tmless  there 
was  error  upon  the  face  of  it,  or  it  was  shewn  to  have  been  corruptly  obtained. 

Therefore,  where  a  principal  sum  and  interest  only  were  awarded,  the  Court  would  not 
calculate  whether  the  amoimts  were  correct  according  to  the  rules,  or  whether  the  prin- 
cipal sum  included  profits  or  not.  The  award  directed  a  sum  to  be  paid  for  costs,  which 
the  arbitrator  had  no  power  to  do,  except  by  a  rule  made  after  the  member  had  given 
notice  to  withdraw : — Held,  that  this  part  of  the  award  was  bad,  but,  being  separable,  it  did 
not  vitiate  the  rest. 

(a)    The  following  were    the  (allowed  claims  upon  the  fiinda 

most  material  of  these  rules :—  by  members  being  discharged  in 

"Duties  and  Powers  of  Di-  the  order  as  to  time  in  which 

RECTOBs.  they  arise) ;  and  in  all  business 

"12.  That  the  directors  shall  hereby  intrusted  to  their  man- 
have  the  power  to  direct  pay-  agement,  not  less  than  five  shall 
ment  out  of  the  funds  of  the  act.  That  it  shall  be  lawful  for, 
society  of  all  expenses  incurred  but  not .  obligatory  upon  the  di- 
in  the  formation,  management,  rectors,  to  direct  payment  of  any 
and  carrying  on  of  the  society;  yearly  rents  which  may  be  in 
to  direct  payment  of  all  claims  arrear,  or  any  mortgage  or  other 
upon  the  funds  of  the  society  prior  incumbrance  to  which  se- 
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Abmitagb 

V. 

Walkeb. 
St€it€ment, 


Upwards  of  two  years  before  July,  1 853,  the  PlaintiflF, 
Joseph  ArmUage,  became  an  original  holder  of  ten  shares 


corities  may  be  subject^  and  to 
take  any  transfer  or  other  con- 
veyance thereof  in  their  names, 
to  lay  out  money  for  the  im- 
provement of  securities  of  which 
the  society  shall  be  in  actual 
possession,  or  to  complete  any 
buildings  which  may  have  been 
left  unfinished  to  the  prejudice 
of  the  security  of  the  society; 
to  cover  vacant  land  with  build- 
ings ;  to  determine  on  the  terms 
on  which  shares  may  be  taken 
up  in  the  society,  either  by  old 
or  new  members;  to  determine 
on  the  amount  of  money  to  be 
paid  by  any  mortgagor  in  full 
for  the  claims  of  the  society  up- 
on his  property,  on  payment  of 
which  the  share  or  shares  in  re- 
spect of  which  the  security  was 
made  shall  be  wholly  extin- 
guished ;  to  lend  any  money  be- 
longing to  the  society  on  such 
mortgage  of  freehold  or  lease- 
hold property,  and  at  such  rate 
of  interest  as  they  shall  think 
proper,  notwithstanding  that  the 
borrower  may  not  be  a  member; 
to  allow  interest  after  the  rate 
of  5^.  per  centum  per  annum  to 
members  paying  their  subscrip- 
tions twelve  months  in  advance ; 
to  borrow  or  take  up  at  interest 
fi-om  any  banker  or  other  party 
or  parties  any  sum  or  sums  of 
money  for  the  use  of  the  society 
upon  such  terms,  for  such  period 
or  periods,  and  at  such  rates  of 
interest,  and  to  repay  the  moneys 
so  borrowed  out  of  the  funds  of 
the  society,  either  before  or  at 


the  expiration  of  the  period  or 
periods  for  which  the  same  are 
so  borrowed,  as  they  shall  think 
fit,  with  interest  and  all  expenses 
incident  to  the  borrowing  and 
paying  off  the  same ;  to  deter- 
mine the  profits  to  be  allowed  in 
addition  to  the  subscriptions 
paid  in  on  account  of  each  un- 
purchased share  to  members 
withdrawing  such  shares,  which, 
after  such  determination  and 
the  announcement  thereof  at  the 
monthly  meetings,  it  shall  be 
lawful  for  the  directors  to  pay. 
Also  to  alter  the  amount  of  the 
fine  to  be  paid  on  the  transfer  of 
any  share  or  shares,  whether 
purchased  or  unpurchased,  or  the 
biddings  on  purchased  shares. 
Provided,  that  no  money  of  the 
society  shall  be  lent  except  the 
security  for  repayment  thereof 
shall  be  a  mortgage  (with  powers 
of  sale,  and  all  such  other  powers, 
covenants,  and  conditions,  and 
in  such  manner  as  the  solicitors 
of  the  society  shall  deem  desira- 
ble or  proper)  of  real  or  lease- 
hold property,  which,  in  the 
opinion  of  the  directors,  shall 
be  a  sufficient  security  for  the 
money  so  lent ;  and  in  such  mort- 
gage or  mortgages  the  day  or 
time,  or  manner,  for  repayment 
of  the  sum  so  lent^  and  the  in- 
terest at  the  rate  of  5^  per  cent, 
per  annum,  to  become  due  by 
virtue  thereof,  shall  be  fixed  so 
as  not  to  exceed  ten  years  from 
the  commencement  of  the  se- 
curity; to  direct  the  transfer  by 
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of  602.  each  in  the  said  society,  and  the  Plaintiff  EUza 
ArwjUage  became  an  original  holder  of  five  such  shares. 


1856. 


the  trustees  of  any  securities  to 
any  other  person  or  persons,  and 
the  reconveyance  of  any  mort- 
gage hereditaments  on  repay- 
ment of  money  due  thereon ;  to 
direct  the  purchase  of  the  equity 
of  redemption,  and  other  the  in- 
terest of  the  mortgagor  and  all 
other  persons  in  property  vested 
in  the  trustees,  and  to  lay  out 
money  for  the  repair  and  im- 
provement of  such  property;  and, 
where  the  property,  estate,  or 
interest  so  purchased  shall  com- 
prise land  which  is  uncovered, 
to  lay  out  money  in  covering 
the  same  with  dwelling-houses 
or  other  buildings,  or  direct  the 
same  to  be  sold  on  a  rent  to  be 
reserved  to  the  trustees,  and  to 
direct  leases  to  be  made  thereof, 
and  conveyances  in  fee  subject 
to  such  rent;  to  direct  the  sale 
and  disposition  of  the  property 
so  purchased,  or  the  rents  so  re- 
served, and  all  other  property 
from  time  to  time  vested  in  them, 
or  any  part  thereof,  by  either 
public  auction  or  private  con- 
tract, and  to  direct  the  same  to 
be  bought  in  and  re-sold  with- 
out being  answerable  for  any 
difference  in  price  or  other  loss ; 
and  to  direct  leases  to  be  granted 
of  any  buildings  reserving  rents ; 
to  order  the  commencement  of 
any  legal  proceedings,  or  the  de- 
fence thereof  or  the  same  to 
be  discontinued,  settled,  or  ar- 
ranged ;  and  generally  to  trans- 
act any  business  which  may  arise 
in  connection  with  the  society 


for  which  these  rules  do  not 
provide." 

"Withdrawing. 
"24.  Any  member  wishing  to 
withdraw  unpurchased  shares 
may  sign  the  form  of  notice  con- 
tained in  the  schedule  hereunto 
annexed,  copies  of  which  shall 
be  kept  by  the  secretary,  who 
shall  furnish  the  same  on  appli- 
cation; and  after  such  notice 
has  been  delivered  to  the  secre-  . 
tary,  or  to  a  district  agent^  be- 
fore half-past  eight  o'clock  at  a 
monthly  meeting,  such  member 
shall  not  be  subject  to  any  fu- 
ture fines  in  respect  of  shares 
withdrawn,  but  shall  be  entitled 
to  receive  from  the  society  dur- 
ing the  first  year  the  net  amount 
of  subscriptions  paid,  deducting 
all  fines  previously  incurred,  and 
ten  shillings  and  sixpence  per 
share;  if  during  the  second  year, 
the  net  amount  of  subscriptions 
paid,  and  interest,  at  not  less 
than  bl  per  cent,  per  annum, 
from  the  end  of  the  first  year 
thereof;  and  if  at  any  time  after 
the  expiration  of  the  second 
year,  5^  per  cent,  p^  annum 
from  the  expiration  of  the  first 
year,  and  also  such  a  share  of 
the  profits  as  the  board  of  direc- 
tors shall  have  determined  upon 
at  the  last  annual  audit  of  the 
accounts.  That  it  shall  be  law- 
ful for  any  member  tp  withdraw 
purchased  shares  from  the  so« 
dety  with  the  consent  of  the 
directors,  and  on  such  terms  as 
they  may  direct.*' 
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and  the  Plaintiff  Oeo7ye  Best  became  an  original  holder  of 
one  such  share.  The  Plaintiffis  in  every  respect  conformed 
to  the  rules  of  the  society,  and  paid  all  sums  of  money 
payaUe  by  them  respectively  in  respect  of  their  said  shares, 
which  amounted  in  July,  1853,  in  the  case  of  Joseph  Ar- 
mitage  to  132?.  lOs.,  in  the  case  of  Eliza  Armitage  to 
621.  10«.,  and  in  the  case  of  George  Best  to  12i.  10& 


In  July,  1853,  the  Plaintiflfe  EUza  Armitage  and  Oeorge 
Best,  and  in  October,  1853,  the  Plaintiff  Joseph  Armitage, 


^  Altebatton  of  Rules. 
"  25.  An  J  alteration  or  repeal 
of  any  of  the  existing  mjes  of 
the  society  shall  be  considered 
at  a  general  meeting,  convened 
by  notice  signed  by  the  secre- 
tary, in  pursuance  of  a  requisi- 
tion for  that  purpose  by  seven 
or  more  of  the  members  of  the 
society;  which  requisition  and 
notice  shall  be  publicly  read  by 
the  president  at  two  monthly 
meetings  before  such  general 
meetings  shall  be  held  for  the 
purpose  of  such  alteration  or  re- 
peal, unless  a  committee  of  such 
members  shall  have  been  nomi- 
nated for  that  purpose  at  a  gene- 
ral meeting  of  the  members  of 
the  said  society,  convened  in 
manner  aforesaid,  in  which  case 
such  committee  shall  have  the 
like  power  to  make  such  altera- 
tion or  repeal ;  provided  that 
such  alteration  or  repeal  shall 
be  made  with  the  concurrence 
and  approbation  of  three -fourths 
of  the  meyibers  of  the  society 
present  at  such  monthly  meeting, 
or  by  the  like  proportion  of  a 
committee,  if  any  shall  have  been 
nominated  for  that  purpose ;  and 


such  notice  shall  be  given  of  any 
such  alteration  or  repeal  as  the 
directors  shall  think  fit." 

"  Arbitration. 
"29.  In  case  of  dispute  be- 
tween this  society,  or  the  trus- 
tees thereof,  and  a  member  or 
person  claiming  to  be  a  mem- 
ber, or  any  person  claiming  on 
account  of  or  through  a  member, 
or  any  officer  of  the  society,  such 
dispute  shall  be  referred  to  arbi- 
tration, pursuant  to  the  said  re- 
cited Acts,  and  particularly  the 
said  Act  of  10  Geo.  4,  c.  56,  s. 
27.  At  the  first  meeting  of  the 
society  after  the  certifying  of 
these  rules,  five  arbitrators  shall 
be  named  and  selected,  none  of 
them  being  directly  or  indirectly 
beneficially  interested  in  the 
fundsof  the  society;  and  in  each 
case  of  dispute  the  names  of  the 
arbitrators  shall  be  written  upon 
pieces  of  paper,  and  placed  in 
a  bag,  and  the  three  whose 
names  are  first  drawn  out  by 
the  complaining  party,  or  by 
some  one  on  his  behalf,  shall  be 
the  arbitrators  to  decide  the  dis- 
pute.' 
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respectively  signed  notices  to  withdraw  their  shares  firom 
the  society  in  conformity  with  the  24th  rule  (a). 

The  reports  shewed  that  large  profits  were  made  by  the 
society  previously  to  the  month  of  July,  1853. 


1865. 


SiiUemeni, 


The  Plaintiffs  now  filed  the  bill  in  this  suit  against  the 
trustees  of  the  society,  stating,  that,  upon  serving  the  afore- 
said notices,  the  Flaintifib  respectively  became  entitled  to 
receive  out  of  the  funds  of  the  society  the  amounts  which 
they  had  paid  in  respect  of  their  shares,  with  interest  at  51 
per  cent  from  the  end  of  their  first  year  of  membership, 
and  a  proportionate  share  of  the  profits  of  the  society;  and 
that  they  had  applied  several  times  to  the  secretary  of  the 
society  to  pay  the  same ;  but  that  the  secretaiy  and  the 
other  oflBcers  of  the  society  neglected  to  comply  with  their 
request,  and  alleged  as  a  reason  that  the  amounts  coidd  not 
be  paid,  because  the  funds  of  the  society  were  not  available 
for  that  purpose :  and  the  bill  stated  that  the  funds  were 
not  available,  because  the  officers  of  the  society  took  upon 
themselves  to  lend  the  funds  of  the  society  to  various  per- 
sons on  loans,  to  be  repaid  at  distant  periods,  and  on  vari- 
ous securities,  in  the  names  of  the  trustees;  and  that,  in 
consequence  of  the  neglect  of  the  society  to  pay  the  said 
claims,  the  Plaintiflfe,  through  their  solicitors,  on  the  21st 
of  Jime,  1854,  required  the  society,  in  conformity  with  the 
29th  rule  (b),  to  appoint  arbitrators  to  decide  the  matters  in 
dispute  between  the  Plaintiflfe  and  the  society,  such  matters 
having  been  only  the  amount  of  the  principal  and  interest 
80  payable  to  them  respectively,  and  the  amount  of  their 
respective  shares  of  the  profits. 

The  bill  further  stated,  that  on  the  29th  of  June,  1854, 
the  secretary  of  the  society  forwarded  to  the  solicitors  of 

(a)  Ante,  p.  2ia  (6)  Ante,  p.  214. 
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the  PlaintiflGs  a  copy  of  certain  new  rules  which  had  been 
made  since  the  withdrawing  of  the  Flaintifib  from  the  so- 
ciety, one  of  which  was  an  addition  to  the  24th  rule  as  fol- 
lows: "  Should  the  monthly  receipts  from  the  members  at 
any  time  be  insuflScient  to  meet  all  the  current  engage- 
ments of  the  society  for  builders,  withdrawals,  and  the  re- 
payment of  loans,  &c.,  then,  in  every  such  case,  one  third 
of  the  actual  net  subscriptions  received  each  month  from 
the  members  shall  be  appropriated  by  the  directors  to  the 
payment  of  withdrawals  according  to  priority  of  notice ;  and 
all  notices  of  withdrawals  shall  be  entered  in  a  book  to  be 
kept  for  that  purpose,  and  the  residue  of  the  income  of  the 
society  shall  be  appropriated  for  the  other  ordinary  busi- 
ness thereof:  Provided  always,  that  should  the  society  be 
called  upon,  or  the  directors  deem  it  desirable,  to  pay  oflF  all 
or  any  of  the- loans  contracted  by  the  society,  then  the  re- 
payment of  such  loans  shall  take  precedence  of  all  other 
payments  except  the  necessary  expenses  of  management.'* 
The  other  alteration  was  an  addition  to  the  29th  rule,  as 
follows:  "  That  the  complaining  party  shall  give  a  written 
notice  requiring  arbitration,  addressed  to  the  secretary, 
stating  the  grounds  of  dispute,  and  thereupon  deposit  20a. 
with  the  secretary,  who  shall  fix  the  time  for  drawing  the 
names  of  the  arbitrators,  and  send  the  complainant  notice 
by  post  at  least  two  days  before  the  time  of  such  drawing- 
That  the  expense  of  arbitration  not  exceeding  208,  shall  be 
paid  by  the  losing  party,  or  otherwise,  as  the  arbitrators 
may  determine.  In  case  of  an  arbitrator  being  a  member 
or  other  oflScer  of  the  company,  or  refusing  or  neglecting  to 
act,  he  shall  cease  to  be  an  arbitrator,  and  every  vacancy 
then  shall  be  fiUed  up  at  the  next  monthly  or  special  meet- 
ing of  the  society.'' 


The  bill  also  stated,  that,  on  the  1st  of  July,  1854,  the 
Plaintiflfe  protested  against  being  bound  or  affected  by  such 
alterations,  and  refused  to  comply  therewith  ;  and  accord- 
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ingly  the  society  appointed  arbitrators  in  conformity  with 
the  29th  rule,  as  certified  in  1852. 

That  the  arbitrators  met  on  the  7th  of  August,  1854, 
when  the  solicitors  of  the  Plaintiff  objected  to  the  altera- 
tions in  the  24th  and  29th  rules  being  applied  to  the  cases 
of  the  Flaintifib.  The  arbitrators  made  three  awards,  all 
dated  the  7th  of  August,  1854 ;  and  by  one  of  them  they 
awarded  that  the  trustees  of  the  society,  and  their  succes- 
sors or  assigns,  should  pay  to  the  Plaintiff  Joseph  At- 
Tnitdge,  on  the  7th  of  March,  1859,  the  sum  of  1322.  108., 
and  362.  19d.  interest  thereon;  and  that  the  Plaintiff 
Joseph  Armitage  should  pay  20«.  for  the  expenses  of  the 
said  arbitration;  and,  by  another,  they  awarded  that  the 
said  trustees,  their  successors  or  assigns^  should  pay  to  the 
Plaintiff  Eliza  Armitage,  on  the  7th  of  December,  1858, 
the  sum  of  622.  10«.,  and  162.  13«.  4c2.  interest  thereon,  and 
that  she  should  pay  20d.  for  the  expenses  of  the  said  ar- 
bitration; and,  by  the  remaining  award,  they  awarded  that 
the  said  trustees,  their  successors  or  assigns,  should  pay  to 
the  Plaintiff  George  Best,  on  the  7th  of  December,  1858, 
the  sum  of  122.  108.,  and  32.  68.  8d  thereon,  and  that  he 
should  pay  20«.  for  the  expenses  of  the  said  arbitration. 
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The  bill  prayed  a  declaration  that  the  Plaintiflfe  were  not 
boimd  by  the  awards,  and  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  De- 
fendants, and  the  society  and  its  officers,  from  enforcing  the 
same ;  and  a  declaration  that  the  Plaintiff  were  not  bound  by 
the  alterations  of  the  24th  and  29th  rules,  but  were  entitled 
to  the  benefit  of  the  24th  and  29th  rules  as  the  same  were 
certified  in  1852 ;  and  that  the  Plaintiflfe  were  entitled  to  im- 
mediate payment  out  of  the  funds  of  the  said  society  of  the 
amoimt  of  the  principal  moneys  paid  to  them  in  respect  of 
their  respective  shares,  with  interest  thereon  respectively 
at  52.  per  cent,  per  annum,  from  the  expiration  of  the  first 
year  of  their  respective  memberships;  and  also  to  the  im- 
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mediate  payment  of  shares  of  the  profits  made  by  the 
society  up  to  July,  1853,  in  proportion  to  the  amounts  of 
their  said  respective  shares  in  the  said  society ;  and  that 
an  accoimt  ought  to  be  taken  of  what  was  owing  to  the 
Plaintiffs  respectively  on  account  of  such  principal  and  in- 
terest and  shares  of  profits ;  and  that  the  Defendants,  the 
trustees,  might  be  decreed  forthwith  to  raise  out  of  the 
funds  of  the  said  society  the  respective  amounts  which 
should  be  so  found  due  and  owing  to  the  Plaintiflfe  respec- 
tively for  such  principal,  interest,  and  shares  of  profit^  and, 
if  necessary  for  that  purpose,  should  be  decreed  to  call  in 
the  moneys  which  had  been  lent  by  the  society,  or  a  sufii- 
cient  part  thereof;  and  that  the  Defendants  might  be  re- 
strained, by  injunction,  from  lending  out  any  further  part  of 
the  property  of  the  society  by  way  of  loan,  which  should 
not  be  immediately  repayable  or  available  for  the  purposes 
of  the  society,  until  the  amounts  so  claimed  to  be  payable 
to  the  Plaintiflfe  respectively  should  have  been  discharged; 
and,  if  necessary,  for  an  account  of  the  amounts  of  the  funds 
of  the  society  which  had  been  lent  out  on  security  or  loans 
not  immediately  repayable  or  available  for  the  purpose  of 
meeting  the  claims  of  the  said  society. 


Arffwnent,         Mr.  Bogshawe,  jun.  (Mr.  Rolt,  Q.  C,  with  him)  for  the 
Plaintiflfe. 

The  award  is  bad,  and  the  Plaintiflfe  seek  to  have  it  re- 
moved out  of  their  way,  and  to  have  immediate  payment 
of  their  claims  with  interest  [Vice-Chancellor. — If  the 
question  be  the  subject  of  arbitration,  it  has  been  decided 
in  Ex  parte  Payne  (a),  that  this  Court  has  no  jurisdic- 
tion.]    But  if  the  award  be  bad,  the  Plaintiflfe  cannot  be 


(a)  6  Dowl.  &  L.  679. 
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obliged  to  go  again  before  the  arbitrators,  who,  of  course,  will 
make  again  the  same  award,  and  therefore  this  Court  must 
have  jurisdiction:  Hemiivg  v.  SwimieHon  (a),  Nichols  v. 
Roe(b).  On  the  face  of  it  this  award  is  bad;  because  it 
postpones  the  time  of  pajdng  the  principal  and  interest 
moneys  awarded  to  be  due  to  the  Plaintiflfe,  it  does  not 
award  anything  for  profits,  according  to  the  24th  rule,  and 
the  interest  awarded  is  computed  from  the  date  of  the 
award.  [Vice-Chancellor. — ^The  principal  sums  awarded 
probably  consist  partly  of  interest,  which  would  be  capable 
of  computation  to  the  date  of  the  award;  the  interest 
awarded  is  only  in  respect  of  the  time  subsequently  to 
elapse  before  payment.]  The  calculation  shews  that  it  is 
not  so.  Then  the  sums  of  20«.  awarded  for  costs  are 
80  awarded  under  a  rule  made  after  the  withdrawal 
of  the  Plaintiff,  and  which  cannot  be  binding  upon 
them. 
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Mr.  Dcmid,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Selwyn  for  the  society  were 
not  heard. 


Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood: — 

I  do  not  mean  to  express  any  opinion  upon  the  principal 
point  which  has  been  raised.  I  think  it  is  a  grave  ques- 
tion that  might  require  a  great  deal  of  consideration.  Mr. 
Bagshawe  has  done  ample  justice  to  the  case  on  his  part 
But  the  first  and  primary  consideration  for  any  Court  is, 
that  by  the  27th  section  of  the  10  Geo.  4,  c.  56,  the  legis- 
lature intended  carefully  to  provide  that  these  societies 
should  not  be  dragged  before  Courts  of  law  or  equity  if 


JudfffMnt. 


(a)  2  Ph.  79. 


(6)  3  MyL  &  K.  431. 
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it  could  possibly  be  avoided,  and  has  taken  care  to  enact, 
that  the  whole  discussion  of  their  affairs  shall  be  disposed 
of  in  a  cheap  and  summary  manner,  by  the  decision  of 
an  arbitrator  or  justice,  as  the  parties  shall  choose ;  and  when 
they  have  once  made  their  election,  the  power  of  the  justice 
or  of  the  arbitrator,  acting  always  within  the  rules  of  the 
society,  is  complete,  and  is  not  subject  to  revision  by  any 
Court  of  law  or  equity.  That  is  the  primary  matter  to 
which  attention  must  be  drawn ;  and  it  is  necessary  to  be 
extremely  careful  that  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court  shall 
not  be  set  up  to  control  the  arbitrators  so  selected,  except 
upon  a  very  clear  and  distinct  case  being  made  out  of  their 
abuse  of  their  office. 


Now  the  question  I  have  before  me  is  this :  The  Plain- 
tiflfe  are  members  who  have  retired  under  certain  rules 
which  were  in  force  at  the  time  of  their  retirement  In- 
deed, I  may  go  further  back.  Before  I  consider  the  rules  of 
the  society,  I  take  the  purposes  of  the  society  to  be  defined 
by  the  6  &  7  Will  4,  c.  32.  The  preamble  of  that  statute 
recites,  that,  "Whereas  certain  societies  called  Building 
Societies  have  been  established  in  different  parts  of  the 
kingdom,  principally  amongst  the  industrious  classes,  for 
the  purpose  of  raising,  by  small  periodical  subscriptions,  a 
fund  to  assist  the  members  thereof  in  obtaining  a  small 
fireehold  or  leasehold  property,  and  it  is  expedient  to  afford 
encouragement  and  protection  to  such  societies  and  the  pro- 
perty obtained  therewith;"  and  then  the  1st  section 
enacts,  "  that  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  for  any  nimiber 
of  persons  in  Oreat  Britain  and  Ireland  to  form  them- 
selves into  and  establish  societies  for  the  purpose  of  raising, 
by  monthly  or  other  subscriptions  of  the  several  members 
of  such  societies,  shares  not  exceeding  the  value  of  1501.  for 
each  share,  such  subscription  not  to  exceed  in  the  whole 
twenty  shillings  per  month  for  each  share,  a  stock  or  fund 
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for  the  purpose  of  enabling  each  member  thereof  to  receive 
out  of  the  funds  of  such  society  the  amount  or  value  of  his 
or  her  share  or  shares  therein,  to  erect  or  purchase  one  or 
more  dwelling-house  or  dwelling-houses  or  other  real  or 
leasehold  estate,  to  be  secured  by  way  of  mortgage  to  such 
society  xmtil  the  amount  or  value  of  his  or  her  shares  shall 
have  been  fully  repaid  to  such  society  with  the  interest  there- 
on." Therefore  every  man  entering  into  a  society  of  this  de- 
scription knows  that  its  primary  purpose  is'to  enable  all  those 
who  are  at  the  time,  or  may  become,  subscribers,  to  raise  a 
fund  out  of  which  they  shall  be  able  to  make  purchases  of  land 
and  buildings;  and  that  the  mode  of  doing  this  is  by  means 
of  advantageous  investments  on  which  they  are  empowered 
to  lay  out  the  money  subscribed,  principally  with  their  own 
members.  Under  that  Act  this  society  was  formed;  and 
the  powers,  objects,  and  duties  of  the  directors  are  defined 
by  the  12th.  of  its  rules,  which  points  out  the  general  ob- 
jects of  the  society.  [His  Honour  read  the  first  part 
of  this  rule.]  A  subsequent  part  of  the  same  rule  en- 
ables the  directors  to  lay  out  money  for  the  repairs 
of  the  property.  And  it  is  also  provided,  that  directors 
may  take  mortgages  which  are  not  to  last  more  than  ten 
years. 


1855. 
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The  Plaintiffs,  then,  became  members  of  a  society,  the 
object  of  which  the  legislature  has  provided  shall  be  to  raise 
capital  for  purchasing  property  by  investing  the  subscribed 
money  at  high  rates  of  interest  The  society  was  also  to  be 
at  liberty  to  lay  out  large  simis  of  money  in  building  and 
otherwise  at  interest :  therefore,  upon  the  very  face  of  the 
thing,  the  Plaintiffs  must  have  foreseen  that  from,  time  to 
time  the  funds  of  the  society  would  be  largely  applied  for 
the  various  purposes  which  it  had  generally  in  view,  and 
that  the  object  of  the  society  would  mainly  be,  so  to  apply 
its  funds  as  to  realise  considerable  profits  in  order  to 
enable  the  members  who  might  belong  to  it  firom  time  to 
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time  to  become  holders  of  land  and  houses.  I  may  call 
this  the  business  of  the  society.  Then  there  is  a  rule  which 
enables  members  to  withdraw  on  certain  terms.  [His 
Honour  read  the  24jth  rule.] 

It  is  not  distinctly  stated  at  what  time  the  payment 
thus  directed  is  to  be  made.  It  is  to  become  a  debt  imme- 
diately  due. 

Referring  again  to  the  12th  rule  as  to  the  powers  of  the 
directors,  I  find  that  they  have  power  to  direct  payment 
out  of  the  funds  of  the  society,  amongst  other  things,  "of 
all  claims  upon  the  funds  of  the  society,  allowed  claims 
upon  the  funds  by  members  being  discharged  in  the  order 
as  to  time  at  which  they  arise."  I  think,  upon  the  face 
of  that  rule,  it  was  contemplated  that  there  would  arise  the 
case  of  allowed  claims  not  to  be  discharged  instanter. 
One  can  hardly  give  any  other  sense  to  that  clause.  It 
has  been  suggested  that  it  may  mean,  as  no  doubt  it  does 
amongst  other  things,  other  claims  on  the  society  by  the 
withdrawing  members.  But  still  a  withdrawing  member  is 
pro  ta/nto  a  member,  for  the  purpose  of  having  a  claim  al- 
lowed ;  and  if  it  is  necessary  to  refer  to  any  authority,  that 
is  proved  by  the  case  of  Ex  parte  Payne  (a).  He  is  treated 
as  a  member,  for  the  purpose  of  the  arbitration,  until  his 
rights  are  determined.  I  will  not  say  that  he  is  to  be 
bound  by  rules  subsequently  mada  I  am  not  considering 
it  in  that  point  of  view ;  but  he  is  certainly  within  the  terms 
of  allowed  claims  upon  the  fund  by  members  which  are  to 
be  discharged  in  the  order  as  to  time  in  which  they  arise. 
The  Plaintiffs,  then,  being  members  of  a  society  like  this, 
bound  by  all  its  rules  and  regulations,  and  the  object  of  the 
society  being  to  carry  on  their  business  and  to  obtain  other 
profits,  and  the  directors  being  empowered  to  pay  claims 


(a)  6  DowL  &  L.  679. 
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according  to  the  order  in  which  they  arise,  shewing  that  it 
was  contemplated  from  the  first  that  there  might  not  be 
funds  at  the  time  when  a  claim  itself  became  due;  and  the 
only  clause  as  to  withdrawing  members  expressmg  that  they 
are  to  be  entitled  to  receive  certain  payments  out  of  the 
funds,  with  a  provision  for  payment  of  interest  at  5L  per 
cent,  which  would  be  a  compensation  for  any  delay  in  mak- 
ing payment — I  think  under  those  circumstances  I  should 
have  held,  independently  of  the  new  rules  which  were 
afterwards  made,  that  it  was  competent  to  any  arbitrator,  in 
a  matter  of  this  kind,  to  look  at  all  the  affairs  of  the  so- 
ciety, to  determine  what  was  just,  proper,  and  right  to  be 
done ;  and,  considering  the  powers  of  the  directors  to  see 
how  far,  consistently  with  the  general  objects  of  the  society 
being  carried  out,  the  withdrawing  members  could  be 
conveniently  paid, — ^the  directors  have  power  to  decide 
upon  it  prior  to  dispute,  but  in  case  of  dispute,  the  arbi- 
trator having  authority  to  settle  the  matter  for  them, — it 
would  then  be  competent  for  him  to  take  upon  himself  those 
duties,  and  to  say,  I  have  examined  the  whole  of  this  matter: 
I  am  of  opinion  that  the  payment  should  be  made  at  a  cer- 
tain fixed  time,  at  which  time  I,  looking  at  all  the  affairs  of 
the  society,  think  there  will  be  funds  in  hand  properly  ap- 
plicable to  this  particular  debt. 


Judgmmt. 


Then  I  have  to  consider  whether  the  rule  which  was 
afterwards  made  as  a  modification  in  some  sense  of  the  24th 
rule,  affected  the  rights  of  the  Plaintiffs.  As  the  awards 
upon  the  face  of  them  awarded  20«.  to  be  paid  in  respect  of 
costs,  1  coidd  scarcely  avoid  coming  to  the  conclusion  that 
the  arbitrator  in  making  his  awards  had  before  him  the  new 
rules,  because  one  of  such  new  rules  refers  to  the  payment 
of  20«. 


The  question  remains,  whether  that  new  rule  at  all  varied 
the  condition  of  the  Plaintiffs.     I  apprehend  that  the  only 
VOL.  II.  Q  K.  J. 
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efifect  of  that  rule,  as  I  read  it,  was  to  restrict  the  powers  of 
the  directors.     [His  Honour  read  it.] 

It  took  it  out  of  the  power  of  the  directors  to  say  : 
"We  are  the  judges  of  what  is  the  best  mode  of  effect- 
ing these  several  purposes ;  what  is  the  order  of  paying 
the  claims  and  the  order  of  the  money  to  be  laid  out  in 
future."  They  were  to  be  tied  down,  and  not  allowed  more 
than  a  certain  sum  of  money  out  of  these  funds  in  the 
settlement  and  liquidation  of  these  particular  claims.  Even 
if  the  arbitrator  did  look  at  that  rule,  all  the  effect  of  it  was, 
that  when  the  matter  was  referred  to  him  the  whole  power, 
in  fact,  was  taken  out  of  the  directors,  if  I  may  so  express 
it,  and  it  was  referred  to  him  to  act  for  all  parties,  both  for 
the  directors  and  the  others,  to  direct  anything  to  be  done 
by  them  that  they  had  the  power  to  do,  and  he  was  to 
determine  what  was  fit  and  proper  to  be  done  with  regard  to 
the  whole  case ;  and  I  think,  if  he  did  regard  the  new  rule, 
he  did  not  decide  any  more  than  he  had  full  power  to  do 
under  the  old  rules. 


Other  difficulties  have  been  suggested  on  the  face  of  the 
awards.  I  think  that  I  cannot  consider  anything  which 
is  not  upon  the  face  of  the  awards.  The  only  reason  for 
my  entering  into  this  question  is  because,  on  the  face  of 
the  awards,  there  is  that  208. ;  otherwise  I  should  be  per- 
fectly clear  that  the  arbitrators  were  acting  within  their 
jurisdiction,  and  cannot  be  controlled  in  respect  of  any 
error  alleged  upon  extrinsic  evidence  or  anything  short 
of  corruption.  This  very  case  shews  the  enormous  incon- 
venience that  would  arise,  because  here  is  a  mass  of  evi- 
dence of  all  that  passed  before  the  arbitrator,  upon  which 
I  cannot  form  any  judgment,  nor  have  I  any  right  to 
form  any  judgment  whether  the  arbitrator  was  right  or 
wrong,  in  the  conclusion  to  which  he  has  come.  All  that 
I  have  to  look  to  is  whether  there  is  any  error  upon  the  face 
of  the  award,  or  whether  it  appears  that  the  arbitrator  has 
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decided  otherwise  than  according  to  the  rules  and  regula- 
tions of  the  society.  I  find,  then,  upon  the  face  of  the  Armitaob 
award,  that  he  awarded  so  much  principal  money  to  be  Walkeb. 
paid  and  so  much  interest.  Judament 

Now,  in  the  first  place  it  is  argued  that  nothing  was 
awarded  in  respect  of  profits,  and  that  the  arbitrator  ought 
to  have  said  whether  there  was  anything  due  for  profits  ot 
not  In  strictness,  I  have  no  right  to  know  how  many 
payments  the  Plaintiflfe  have  made.  He  has  awarded,  for 
instance,  132L  lOs.  principal,  and  36Z.  198.  lid  for  interest 
thereon.  For  aught  I  can  understand,  or  for  aught  that  I 
have  a  right  to  know,  the  132?.  may  include  the  profits. 
The  arbitrator  may  have  followed  the  Act,  aiid  awarded  a 
lawful  sum  and  awarded  interest  theifeon.  I  have  no  right 
to  know  anything  more.  In  point  of  fact,  it  appears,  if  I 
had  a  right  to  look  at  it,  that  the  1322.  10^.  is  the  exact 
amount  of  the  payments  made,  and  nothing  mora  If  it  be 
80,  the  substantial  way  of  considering  it  would  be  to  say 
that  he  has  awarded  no  profits. 

Mr.  Bagshaive. — It  was  proved  in  the  cause. 

The  Vioe-Chancellor. — My  difficulty  is,  what  right  I 
have  to  know  it  All  I  have  to  look  at  is,  whether  there  is 
any  error  on  the  face  of  this  award,  unless  you  can  prove 
corruption.  If  he  had  awarded  lOOZ.,  although  this  Plain- 
tiff had  paid  132?.,  the  Plaintiff  could  not,  by  proving  that, 
touch  this  award.  The  arbitrator  may  have  been  mistaken 
upon  the  evidence,  but  I  could  not  get  behind  the  award, 
unless  the  error  was  so  gross  as  to  amount  to  evidence  of 
corruption.  Otherwise,  I  should  have  to  try  the  whole 
case  over  again,  which  is  the  very  thing  which,  in  all  these 
cases,  is  intended  to  be  avoided.  I  must  take  it  to  be  an 
award  that  the  sums  mentioned  are  the  whole  principal 
moneys  due  to  these  parties. 

Q2 
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Then,  with  respect  to  the  interest,  the  objection  is  still 
stronger.  It  is  a  very  nice  calculation  of  interest — by  no 
means  an  easy  matter.  Mr.  Bagahawe  said,  that  if  I  added 
up  this  sum,  1  should  find  that  it  would  give  5  per  cent, 
from  the  date  of  the  award,  with  an  additional  year's  in- 
terest How  am  I  to  know  whether  that  is  rightly  calcu- 
lated ?  It  is  a  somewhat  nice  calculation  upon  these  pay- 
ments of  2Z.  10«.  per  month  and  \l.  Ss.  per  month  and 
interest  from  those  respective  months  and  days  of  payment. 
In  other  words,  it  would  come  to  this,  that  the  arbitrator  is 
wrong  in  matter  of  fact.  That  I  cannot  touch  unless  it  ap- 
pears on  the  fiEu.*e  of  the  award. 


The  only  thing  that  might  have  made  it  necessary  to 
hear  counsel  for  the  defence  was,  what  I  think  to  be  a  point 
of  some  nicety — ^namely,  how  far  the  Plaintiffs  would  be 
bound  by  rules  made  subsequently  to  the  time  of  their 
having  given  notice  to  withdraw — ^that  is,  as  to  the  sum  of 
208.  ordered  to  be  paid  for  expenses  of  arbitration.  The 
arbitrator  had  only  power  to  order  that  to  be  done  by  a  rule 
passed  after  the  parties  withdrew.  There  was  no  rule  pre- 
viously enabling  him  to  award  anything  for  costs.  But  it  is 
a  matter  which  is  clearly  severable.  Where  part  of  an  award 
is  extra  vires  and  severable,  the  Court  rejects  that  part  and 
upholds  the  rest  of  the  award.  I  understand  no  claim  is 
made  or  ever  has  been  to  this  20^. 

Mr.  Daniel — It  was  never  suggested. 


The  Vice-Chancellor. — That  seems  to  be  the  only 
thing  that  the  Court  could  properly  interfere  to  restrain.  If 
it  had  been  a  larger  sum,  it  might  have  been  considered  im- 
portant enough  to  have  the  point  argued.  If  it  had  been 
discussed,  and  if  upon  the  argument  I  should  have  been 
satisfied  that  it  was  extra  vires,  all  I  should  have  done 
would  have  been  to  stay  the  proceedings  as  to  that  part 


CASES  IN  CHANCEBY. 

which  is  extra  vires.  I  understand  it  has  never  been  claim- 
ed, and  I  think  it  ought  not  to  alter  my  decision  in  this 
case.  Therefore,  I  think  it  is  incompetent  to  me, — and  I 
must  say  I  am  not  at  all  sorry  that  it  is ;  for  I  think  it  is  of 
the  utmost  importance  that  these  societies  should  not  be 
urged  into  this  sort  of  litigation, — it  is  wholly  incompetent 
to  me  to  deal  with  this  award,  and  I  must  therefore  dismiss 
the  bill,  with  costs. 
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COGSWELL  V.  ARMSTRONG. 


Dec.  I2th  dk 
14th. 


John  ARMSTRONG,  by  his  will,  in  1847,  devised  to  WiUs-^r  mi 

his  daughter  Maria,  her  heirs  and  assigns,  all  that  his  26;«.  25—^ 

messuage  and  hereditaments  (describing  them)  at  Bramp-  f|^'^^"^*' 

ton  in  GuTYiberlaTid ;  and  he  charged  the  said  property  DeviM---"A1l 

with  the  payment  of  \00l.  to  his  daughter,  the  Plaintiff,         ' 

which  he  gave  and  bequeathed  to  her;  and,  after  making  ^u  wm^in^ 

several  specific  bequests,  he  devised  as  follows :  "  And  I  1847,  devised 

1        77       7  7  7  1   specific  real 

give,  devise,  and   bequeath  aU  other  real  and  personal  estate  to  his 

estate  of  which  I  may  die  possessed  unto  and  equally  andf  after    ' 

among  my  children,''  [then  followed  the  names  of  all  the  ™"^j^ 

testator's  children  (six  in  number)  other  than  the  Defend-  bequests,  de- 

vised  and  l3e~ 

ant  Thormis,  his  eldest  son  and  heir  at  law,  but  including  queathed,  all 

Maria,]  "  and  their  several  heirs,  executors,  and  adminis-  ^^^^J!^J^^ 

trators."  of  which  he 

might  die  po8- 
aessed,  to  M.. 

Maria  died  in  the  testator's  lifetime.  his  children. 

M.  died  in  his 
lifetime: — 

The  question  was,  whether  the  Brampton  estate,  devised  ^*^»  *^**  *^® 

pressed  bvthe 
words  "all 

other,  &c.,"  was  a  residuaiy  devise  within  7  Will.  4  ft  1  Vict.  c.  26,  s.  25,  and  included  the 

real  estate  devised  to  M. 
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real  estate  of  which  the  testator  might  die  possessed,  or 
whether  the  heir  was  entitled  to  that  estate  freed  from  the 
legacy  of  lOOi. 

SlaUmetU. 


Argument,  Mr.  James,  Q.  G,  and  Mr.  Cairns,  for  the  Plaintiff 

On  Maria'8  death  the  devises  to  her  lapsed,  and  the  de- 
vised estate  at  Brampton  became  part  of  the  residuary 
devised  real  estate.  To  Maria's  share  in  that  residuary 
devised  real  estate,  including  the  Brampton  estate,  the  de- 
fendant ThoTnas,  on  the  testator's  death,  became  entitled  as 
his  heir  at  law ;  but  that  share  is  all  to  which  he  became 
entitled. 

The  words  "  all  other  real  estate  of  which  I  may  die  pos- 
sessed," are  a  residuary  devise  within  the  25th  section  of 
the  Stat  7  Will  4  &  1  Vict.  c.  26.  There  can  be  no  dis- 
tinction between  the  words  "  all  other**  and  "  all  the  rest" 

Evans  v.  Jones  (a)  was  a  stronger  case  than  the  present 
against  extending  the  residuary  gift;  and  Wainman  v. 
Field  (b)  depended  upon  special  circumstances  (c),  which 
here  do  not  occur. 

Mr.  Daniel,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  H.  R.  Bagshawe,  for  the  De- 
•  fendant  Thom/os  Armstrong. 

By  the  death  of  Maria  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator, 
the  Defendant  Thomas,  as  the  testator's  heir  at  law,  became 
entitled  to  the  whole  of  the  devised  estate  at  Brampton, 
freed  from  the  legacy  of  lOOi.  bequeathed  to  the  Plaintiff 

(a)  2  CoU.  C.  C.  516.  (6)  Kay,  507.  (c)  Id.  513. 
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The  25th  section  of  the  Act  does  not  apply.  That  sec- 
tion speaks  of  "  the  residuary  devise,  if  any,  contained  in 
the  will.''  It  presupposes  a  residuary  devise,  and  has  no 
application  where  there  is  none.  Here  there  is  no  resi- 
duary devise  within  the  meaning  of  the  25th  section.  The 
word  "  other"  means  other  than  the  real  estate  previously 
devised.  How  then  can  it  include  that  estate?  The  rule 
that  the  heir  at  law  is  not  to  be  disinherited  imless  by 
a  devise  clearly  and  unambiguously  expressed,  is  still  in 
force. 


1855. 


A^-gwiwnX, 


Mr.  Rasch  for  the  other  children. 

[His  Honour  reserved  judgment  in  order  to  examine  a 
case  in  which  he  believed  a  distinction  had  been  taken 
between  the  words  "  all  other"  and  "  all  the  rest  and  re- 
sidue."] 


Vice-Chancellor  SirW.  Page  Wood: — 

The  case  to  which  I  referred  as  raising  a  doubt  upon  the 
word  "  other,"  is  that  of  Scott  v.  Scott  (a). 


Judgment. 
Dec,  I4th, 


It  is  laiddown  by  Lord Hardwicke  in  Hanby  v.  RobertsQ)), 
that  a  legatee  is  not  entitled  to  stand  in  the  place  of  a 
specialty  creditor  against  a  specific  devisee  of  real  estate, 
because  it  was  as  much  the  testator's  intent  that  the  de- 
visee should  have  the  specific  real  estate,  as  that  the  lega- 
tees should  have  their  legacies.  But  he  said  it  was  other- 
wise in  the  case  of  a  residuary  devisee,  as  to  whom  no 
specific  intention  appeared  by  the  will.  That  observation 
of  Lord  Hardwicke' 8  is  best  reported  in  Dickens,  where 
the  case  appears  under  the  name  of  HaviiLy  v.  Fisher  (c). 


(a)  1  Eden,  459. 

(6)  Amb.    127;    S,   C.    nom. 


Harnly  v.  Fisher,  Dick.  105. 
(c)  Dick.  106. 
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Judgment. 


There  Lord  Hardwicke  says:  "  If  a  man  die  indebted,  and, 
having  both  land  and  personal  estate,  give  general  pecu- 
niary legacies,  and  all  the  rest  and  residue  to  another  per- 
son, and  the  specialty  creditors  exhaust  the  personal  estate, 
the  legatees  shall  stand  in  their  place  against  the  residuary 
devisee,  because  the  residue  is  not  given  as  a  specific  thing." 


AlexandeVy  C.  B.,  in  Spang  v.  Spong  (a),  took  no  notice 
of  the  distinction  drawn  by  Lord  Hardwicke.  He  said  it 
was  admitted  that  in  the  case  of  a  residuary  devise  the 
charge  took  place,  and  he  could  see  no  difference  between 
specific  and  residuary  devises,  all  devises  of  freeholds  being 
specific  (6);  and  he  decided  accordingly.  The  House  of 
Lords,  however,  reversed  his  decision  (c).  ITiey  adverted  (d) 
to  the  doctrine  of  Lord  Hard/wicke  in  Hornby  v.  Roberta, 
as  to  the  distinction  in  the  marshalling  of  assets  between 
residuary  and  specific  devises;  and  held  that  the  former 
could  be  reached  by  legatees,  but  the  latter  not 

Now,  in  Scott  v.  Scott  (e),  there  was  a  devise  of  "  all 
other  the  testator's  real  estates  not  therein  before  devised" 
to  his  eldest  son,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  but  in  case  he  should 
die  without  issue  before  twenty-one,  over;  and  Lord  North" 
ingtau  held  that  it  was  a  specific  devise  of  the  real  estate 
to  the  eldest  son,  since  he  took  a  different  estate  from  what 
he  would  have  had  by  descent,  and  that  the  legatees  could 
not  resort  to  it  Yet  the  only  difference  between  that  case 
and  the  case  put  by  Lord  Hardwicke  was,  that  in  Scott  v. 
Scott  the  devise  was  of  "  all  other  the  testator's  real  estates 
not  therein  before  devised ;"  and  in  the  case  put  by  Lord 
Hardwicke,  it  was  of  "  all  the  rest  a/nd  residue." 


But  whether  any  distinction  could  or  could  not  have 


(a)  1  Y.  &  J.  300. 

(6)  Id.  310,  311. 

(c)  S,  a  3  BU,  N.  a  84,  106. 


(flO  Id.,  p.  106. 
{€)  1  Eden,  469. 
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been  taken  under  the  old  law  between  the  words  "all  other" 
and  "all  the  rest  and  residue/'  it  is  clear  that  the  late 
Wills  Act  (7  Will.  4  &  1  Vict.  c.  26,  s.  25)  has  made  a  great 
difference  on  this  point.  There  is  no  doubt  as  to  the  sound- 
ness of  the  reasoning  of  Alexander,  C.  B.,  in  support  of  the 
position  that,  by  the  law  as  it  then  stood,  all  devises  of  real 
estate  were  specific.  He  says  :  "  A  man  cannot  give  by  a 
will  any  freehold  estate  but  what  he  actually  has  at  the 
time  of  making  his  will.  And  as  the  corpus  to  be  given  is 
perfectly  ascertained  and  identified,  it  matters  little  whether 
it  is  in  the  will  called  by  its  name,  or  whether  it  is  de- 
scribed only  as  the  estate  of  its  owner.  The  testator  has  as 
much  the  intention  that  the  devisee  shall  have  that  specific 
estate,  as  he  has  that  the  other  devisees  shall  have  the  other 
estates  which  he  has  more  fully  described.  It  is  quite 
otherwise  with  respect  to  personal  estate,  which  is  always 
floating,  and  as  to  which  a  residuary  bequest  never  has 
anything  precise  or  defined"  (a).  But  the  statute,  by  al- 
lowing the  will  to  pass  after-acquired  property,  has  now 
brought  real  estate,  for  the  purposes  of  this  question,  into 
exactly  the  same  position  as  personal  estate;  and  a  re- 
siduary devise  may  be  as  destitute  of  anything  precise  or 
defined  as  a  residuary  bequest 


1855. 


Judgment. 


I  am  of  opinion  that  in  this  case  the  devise  expressed  by 
the  words  *'  all  other  real  and  personal  estate  of  which  I 
may  die  possessed,"  was  a  residuary  devise  within  the  25th 
section  of  the  Act;  and,  no  contrary  intention  appearing  by 
the  will,  included  the  real  estate  comprised  in  the  devise  to 
the  testator  s  daughter  Maria. 

There  must  be  a  declaration  to  this  effect ;  and  I  must 
order  the  lOOL  and  interest  to  be  raised  by  sale  of  the  real 
.estate  comprised  in  the  devise  to  the  testator's  daughter 
Maria. 


(a)  1  Y.  &J.311. 
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May  22nd  d; 

26th,  and 

Jtdy  2nd  Sc 

24th  {a), 

ConircLcU — 
Solicitor  and 
Client^ 
Crassa  Neglir 
gentia — Mis- 
take in  Prac- 
tice— Interro- 
gatoriea — 

gai^ies^^^BUl   ^^^^^^  alleged  to  have  been  committed  by  them  or  one  or 
of  Costs. 


STOKES  V.  TRUMPER 

IN  December,  1845,  the  Rev.  John  Trumper,  vicar  of 
Clifford  in  Herefordshire,  and  the  Rev.  Francis  Trumper, 
the  minister  of  Clifford,  retained  Mr.  Pugh,  as  their  soli- 
citor, to  commence  and  prosecute  an  information  against 
the  trustees  of  the  Clifford  charity  for  various  breaches  of 


Where  a  soli- 
citor has  been 
retained  for, 
and  has  un- 
dertaken a 
particular 
business,  his 
bill  of  costs 
for  carrying 
that  business 


more  of  them. 

Pugh  accordingly  filed  an  information  against  Dew, 
Oowland,  DeloJuiy,  and  Lee-Warner,  the  trustees  of  the 
charity,  stating  various  breaches  of  trust  on  the  part  of  the 
Defendant  Dew  in  the  management  of  the  charity  pro- 
perty, and  that  the  other  trustees  had  never  interfered  to 
through  to  its   correct  or  prevent  the  acts  of  mismanagement  of  which  the 

conclusion  is  i    •       i  i  •         /•  i-   v      i  i 

but  one  bill;     miormation  complained,  and  praying  (mter  alia)  that  the 

business^L   *  trustees  might  be  personally  charged  with  all  sums  misap- 

questionisthe   p^gj  ]^y  ^hem. 
prosecution  of  *  •' 

a  suit,  and  the 

r^hiscroMa  ^^  ^^^ course  of  the  proceedings  in  the  suit,  the  Defend- 
negiiyauia  in  ants  Oowland  and  Lee-Warjier  were  examined  in  chief  on 
the  suit,  behalf  of  their  co-Defendant  Dew,  who  had  obtained  an 

suUtobelost  order  for  t*hat  purpose.  The  same  witnesses  were  after- 
he  cannot  re-  wards  examined  upon  interrogatories  for  the  examination  of 
cover  any  por-  ^  ^ 

tion  of  his  bill. 

In  a  cause,  commenced  by  information,  the  relators*  Bolicitor  intt  ndiug  to  cross  examine 
two  Defendants  who  had  previously  been  examined  in  chief  on  behalf  of  a  co-Defendant, 
such  Defendants  were,  by  nmtake,  examiued  upon  iuterrogatoties  for  the  examination  of 
witnesses  in  chief  on  the  part  of  the  informant,  and,  by  reason  of  this  mistake,  the  informa- 
tion was  dismissed,  with  costs :-  -Held,  that  the  mistake  was  ci'o^sa  meyligentia  on  the  part 
of  the  solicitor,  and  disentitled  him  to  recover  any  portion  of  his  bill  of  costs. 


(a)  The  report  of  this  case  has      the  Editors  being  unable  to  ob- 
been  delayed,  in  consequence  of     tain  the  requisite  papers. 
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witnesses  in  chief  on  the  part  of  the  informant.     No  order         1865. 
was  obtained  for  the  purpose  of  this  last-mentioned  ex- 
amination, which  was  had  without  the  witnesses'  consent, 
and  without  withdrawing  replication. 


SlatentenL 


Upon  the  cause  coming  on  to  be  heard  before  Vice- 
Chancellor  Knight  Bruce,  it  was  stated  on  behalf  of  the 
informant  that  the  examination  of  the  Defendants  Oowland 
and  Lee-Warner,  as  witnesses  in  chief  on  the  part  of  the 
relators,  arose  from  a  mistake,  the  intention  having  been 
to  cross-examine  them  only.  But  his  Honour  held,  that,  by 
reason  of  their  examination  on  the  part  of  the  informant, 
no  decree  could  be  made  against  the  Defendants  Gowland 
and  Leer-Wanfiery  and  that  the  32nd  Order  of  August,  1841, 
did  not,  imder  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  entitle  the 
informant  to  relief  against  the  other  trustees ;  and  the  in- 
formation was  dismissed  with  costs. 

On  a  motion  subsequently  made  on  behalf  of  the  in- 
formant to  suppress  the  depositions  of  Oowland  and  Lee- 
Warner,  it  was  ordered  by  Vice-Chancellor  Knight  Bruce 
that  they  should  be  suppressed  upon  certain  terms  men- 
tioned in  the  order ;  his  Honour  being  of  opinion  that  the 
circumstance  of  their  being  examined  in  chief  in  support  of 
the  information,  in  support  of  which  they  might  have  been, 
as  Dew's  witnesses,  cross-examined,  was  attributable  to 
error  and  want  of  knowledge,  and  to  no  design  or  intention 
of  abandoning  the  case  against  them.  On  appeal  to  Lord 
CottenhaTn,  C,  this  order  was  discharged,  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor being  of  opinion  that,  even  on  these  terms,  the  rela- 
tors could  not  be  relieved  from  the  mistake  (a). 

The  relators  died  ;  the  present  suit  was  instituted  by  the 
executor   of  the  survivor  for  the   administration   of  his 

(a)  A  report  of  these  proceed-  General  v.  Dew,  8  De  G.  &  8. 
ings  will  be  found  notu.  Attorney-      488. 


Statement. 
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estate ;  and,  under  the  common  advertisement  for  creditors, 
a  claim  was  carried  in  by  Pugh,  claiming  to  be  a  creditor 
in  the  sima  of  12SIL  lis.  4d.  for  work  done  and  materials 
for  the  same  provided  upon  the  relators'  retainer,  and  for 
fees  due  and  payable  to  him  in  respect  thereof  in  the  pro- 
secution of  the  information. 

The  amount  of  Pugh'a  bill  of  costs  up  to  and  inclusive 
of  the  date  of  the  Lord  Chancellor's  order,  was  1 123Z.  8s.  3c?. 
The  rest  of  the  bill  was  made  up  of  the  costs  of  Defendant 
Ddaliay. 

Pugh,  by  an  aflSdavit  in  support  of  his  claim,  deposed  as 
follows : — 

"  The  Defendant  Dew  having  obtained  an  order  for  the 
examination  of  the  Defendants  Lee-Warner  and  Gowland, 
I,  having  considered  their  evidence  material  on  behalf  of 
the  relators  in  this  information,  but  being  in  doubt  whether 
the  statute  6th  &  7th  Vict.  c.  85,  enabled  the  informant 
to  examine  these  Defendants  and  have  a  decree  against 
them,  consulted  our  counsel  who  drew  the  information 
and  pleadings,  namely,  Mr.  Wray, — and  Mr.  Wray,  in 
his  opinion,  dated  the  20th  of  February,  1849,  stated 
among  other  things,  that  notwithstanding  their  being  in- 
terested witnesses,  they  might  by  the  then  late  Act  be  ex- 
amined by  or  on  behalf  of  the  relators.  On  the  18th 
January,  1849,  previous  to  my  obtaining  Mr.  Wray* 8 
opinion,  Bodenham  (the  Defendants'  soUcitor)  and  myself 
agreed  that  the  commissioner  should  be  at  Hberty  to  cross- 
examine  any  of  the  witnesses  examined  on  the  part  of  the 
informant  or  of  the  Defendant  Dew  at  any  time  after  the 
examination  of  such  witnesses  in  chief,  and  notwithstanding 
any  other  witnesses  might  have  been  called  and  examined 
on  behalf  of  either  of  the  said  parties  in  the  meantime ; 
which  said  agreement  was  written  by  Bodenhami  and  signed 
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by  Bodenham  and  myself.     The  commission  was  opened  on 
the  17th  of  January,  1849,  and  the  informant's  witnesses 
were  first  examined,  and  at  the  close  of  their  examination  I 
shewed    the   commissioner    the   agreement   so  signed  by 
Bodenham  and  myself  for  the  cross-examination  of  the 
witnesses,  and  as  I  had  no  cross  interrogatories  and  could 
not  be  in  the  commissioner's  room  at  the  time  when  the 
Defendant's  witnesses  were  called,  it  was  arranged  that  I 
should  put  down  on  a  piece  of  paper  the  nimibers  of  our 
interrogatories  in  chief,  from  which  the  commissioner  was 
to  cross-examine  Lee-  Warner  and  Gowland  on  behalf  of  the 
informant  Lee-  Waimer  and  Gowland  were  called  on  behalf 
of  the  Defendant  Dew,  and  examined.    Some  days  after  I  re- 
ceived Mr.    Wray'a  opinion,  and  I  had  in  the  meantime 
seen  DanielVs  Chancery  Practice  by  Mr.  Headlam,  who  in 
pages  851  and  852  of  his  book  expressed  a  strong  opinion, 
that,  since  the  statute  6th  &  7th  Vict  c.  85,  a  Defendant 
might  be  examined  on  behalf  of  a  Plaintiflf,  and  a  decree  had 
against  him,  notwithstanding  his  having  been  so  examined. 
However,  I  did  not  consider  that  it  was  necessary  that  Lee- 
Warner  and  Gowland  should  be  examined  in  chief  as  wit- 
nesses on  behalf  of  the  informant,  but  only  that  they  should 
be  cross-examined,  and  such  was  my  intention  when  I  gave 
the  aforesaid  directions  to  the  commissioner.     I  was  not 
aware  that  the  commissioner  had  put  down  the  answers  of 
Lee-  Warner  and  Oowland  to  the  informant's  interrogatories 
in  chief  without  any  observation  as  to  the  agreement  entered 
into  between  Bodenfutra  and  myself,  until  after  this  cause 
had  passed  publication.     I  relied  on  the  said  agreement 
signed  by  BodenJtam  and  myself  as  a  sufficient  authority 
for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  commissioner  to  put  ques- 
tions Ui  Leer-  Warner  and  Gowland  by  way  of  cross-examina- 
tion after  their  examination  in  chief  on  the  part  of  the 
Defendant  Dew  had  been  finished.     The  relator  Francis 
Trumper  attended  with  me  at  the  Swan  Hotel,  Hay,  every 
day  during  the  execution  of  the  said  commission,  and  in 


1865. 


StatemefU, 


Staiement. 
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1856.  consequence  of  conversations  which  he  stated  he  had  witli 
the  Defendants  Lee-Warner  and  Gowland,  in  which  they 
admitted  they  had  not  interfered  with  the  management  of 
the  Clifford  charity  since  they  were  appointed  trustees,  ex- 
cept occasionally  meeting  the  Defendant  Dew  at  PeUr- 
church  and  auditing  his  accounts, — and  their  residence 
being  a  considerable  distance  from  the  parish  of  Clifford, 
he  pressed  and  insisted  on  my  causing  questions  to  be  put 
to  them  after  they  were  called  in  chief  by  the  Defendant 
Dew,  and  I  also  considered  that  their  evidence  was  material 
on  behalf  of  the  informant,  as  the  prayer  of  the  information 
against  them  was  for  their  dismissal  from  the  trusteeship  of 
the  charity;  and  I  considered  myself  justified  in  the  course 
I  pursued,  from  having  perused  the  statute  6th  &  7th  Vict. 
c.  85,  and  DanieU'a  Chcmcery  Practice  by  Headlam,  and 
also  from  having  received  the  opinion  of  our  counsel,  Mr. 
Wray,  before  referred  to." 

Mr.  Wray'a  opinion  of  the  20th  of  January,  1849,  was 
as  follows: — ''I  do  not  think  it  will  be  at  all  prudent  to 
cross-examine  the  Defendants  at  present  They  are  in- 
terested witnesses;  and,  although  by  the  late  Act  they 
may,  notwithstanding,  be  examined,  yet,  if  the  relator 
cross-examine  them,  he  deprives  their  evidence  of  the  ob- 
jection that  they  are  not  to  be  trusted  to  on  that  score. 
The  relators'  case  will,  I  think,  be  better  without  them. 
For  the  like  reason,  I  would  not  cross-examine  any  other 
witness." 

In  Mr.  PugKs  bill  of  costs,  under  date  the  20th  of  Jan- 
uary, 1849,  was  this  charge:  "  Drawing  statements  to  lay 
before  Wray,  to  advise  whether  we  sho^ild  proceed  to  cross- 
eaxx/inine  Defendants'  witnesses,  and  to  prepare  interroga- 
tories." 

The  claim  was  resisted,  upon  the  ground  that  the  in- 
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formation   had   been   dismissed  with   costs,   by  reason  of 
Pugh's  mistake  in  examining  the  witnesses  in  chief 

The  claim  now  came  on  for  consideration  upon  adjourn- 
ment from  Chambers. 


Mr.  JameSy  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Renshaw,  for  Mr.  Pugh. 


A}'ffwnent, 


The  mistake,  if  it  be  a  mistake,  is  not  such  as  to  dis- 
entitle Mr.  Pugh  to  recover  the  amount  of  his  bill  of  costs. 
It  was  a  mistake  in  a  diflScult  and  doubtful  point  of  prac- 
tice, and  was  caused  ^ra^  by  the  language  of  the  Act  6  &  7 
Vict  c.  85,  which,  if  it  does  not  expressly  authorise  such  a 
course  as  Mr.  Pugh  adopted,  at  least  gave  ample  room  for 
doubt  whether  that  was  not  a  proper  course  to  adopt,  as  is 
proved  by  the  conflicting  decisions  to  which  the  Act  has 
given  rise,  e.  g,,  Wood  v.  Rowcliffe  (a)  and  Monday  v. 
Oruyer  (6) ;  the  last  of  which  decisions  is  in  direct  opposi- 
tion to  the  former.  Even  as  late  as  1851,  Lord  Truro,  C, 
in  Rowland  v.  Witherden  (c)  considered  it  a  question  open 
to  argument,  whether,  since  the  Act,  a  decree  cannot  be 
made  against  a  Defendant,  notwithstanding  he  has  been  ex- 
amined as  a  witness  in  the  suit ;  and  observed,  in  reference 
to  this  very  case,  "  The  effect  of  this  statute  does  not  ap- 
pear to  have  been  adverted  to  in  the  AUomey-Omieral  v. 
Dew.'*  In  Rowland  v.  Witherden,  the  Defendant  who 
had  been  examined  was  a  mere  formal  Defendant,  and  the 
point  was  on  that  ground  left  unargued  and  undetermined. 
[The  Vice-Chancellor. — Could  you  not  have  appealed  in 
the  Attorney-General  v.  Dew  ?]  .  Not  without  the  relators' 
authority;  not  on  the  sole  authority  oi Pugh.  The  mis- 
take was  caused,  secondly,  by  the  statement  of  the  law  in 


(a)  11  Jur.  707. 


(6)  Id.  861. 


(c)  3  M*N.  &  G.  668. 
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1855.         Mr.  Headlam'a  edition  of  DanieWa  Chancery  Practice,  p. 
"stokbs^       ®^^'  which  is  in  favour  of  the  course  adopted  by  Mr.  Pugh, 

_    »•  and  which  he  deposes  that  he  had  read.    And  it  was  caused, 
Trumpeb.  ,  , 
thirdly,  by  the  opinion  of  his  counsel,  Mr.  Wray,  whose 

^V*"^^  •  opinion  he  had  taken,  and  who  stated  that,  notwithstand- 
ing the  Defendants  were  interested  witnesses,  they  might 
by  the  then  late  Act  be  examined  on  behalf  of  the  relators. 
[The  Vice-Chancellor. — That  part  of  the  affidavit  ap- 
pears to  misrepresent  the  effect  of  Mr.  Wray's  opinion.  He 
says,  "  they  may,  notwithstanding,  be  examined."  He  does 
not  give  any  opinion  as  to  the  propriety  of  examining  them 
in  chief  on  the  part  of  the  relators.  All  he  says  is,  that  he 
does  not  think  it  will  be  at  all  prudent  to  cross-examine 
them.]  Be  that  as  it  may,  the  mistake  is  excusable  upon 
the  other  grounds  on  which  we  rely ;  and  a  mistake  occa- 
sioned under  such  circumstances  is  not  crassa  negligentia^ 
and  does  not  disentitle  a  solicitor  to  the  amount  of  his  bill 
of  costs. 

Upon  this  subject  the  authorities  are  clear.  In  Baikie 
v.  Chandless (a)y  Lord  EUenborough  says,  "An  attorney 
is  only  liable  for  crassa  negligentia;  and  it  is  impossible  to 
impute  that  to  the  Defendant  for  not  discovering  a  defect 
in  the  memorial  of  an  annuity,  which  was  subsequently 
held  to  be  a  defect  upon  a  very  doubtful  construction  of 
the  statute."  In  Elhi/agton  v.  Holland  (6),  where  one  of 
two  judges  doubted  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  an  attorney's 
attestation,  it  was  held  by  both,  that,  even  if  insufficient, 
the  attorney  was  not  guilty  of  that  crassa  negligentia  which 
disentitled  him  to  recover,  the  mistake  being  made  in  con- 
struing a  doubtful  Act  of  Parliament ;  Parke,  B.,  observing, 
"  He  has  not  infringed  any  plain  rule  of  law  or  point  of 
practice;  the  utmost  that  can  be  said  is,  that  he  has  mis- 
construed  a  doubtful  Act  of  Parliament''    And  Alder- 

(a)  3  Camp.  17,  20.  (6)  9  M.  &  W.  659,  661,  662. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


239 


8071^  B. :  "  It  would  be  most  unfair  if  an  attorney  were  to  be 
precluded  from  recovering  his  fair  remuneration  merely  be- 
cause he  has  made  a  mistake  in  construing  a  doubtful  Act 
of  Parliament/'  Laidler  v.  EUiott  (a)  and  Kemp  v. 
Burt  (b)  were  decided  on  the  same  principle,  that  the  error 
in  the  interpretation  of  a  doubtful  rule  of  Court,  or  doubtful 
Act  of  Parliament,  is  not  crassa  negUgentia.  And,  lastly, 
in  Purvea  v.  Landdl  (c),  Lord  CampbeU  lays  it  down,  that> 
in  order  to  maintain  an  action  for  negligence,  "it  is  neces- 
sary that  the  professional  adviser  should  be  guilty  of  some 
misconduct — some  fraudulent  proceeding,  or  should  be 
chargeable  with  gross  negligence,  or  with  gross  ignorance. 
It  is  only  upon  one  or  other  of  these  grounds  that  the 
client  can  maintain  an  action  against  the  professional  ad- 
viser "  (d) And  again,  "  it  is  only  if  he  has  been 

guilty  of  gross  negligence ;  because  it  would  be  monstrous 
to  say  that  he  is  responsible  for  even  falling  into  what  must 
be  considered  a  mistake.  You  can  only  expect  from  him 
that  he  will  be  honest  and  diligent;  and  if  there  is  no 
fault  to  be  found  either  with  his  integrity  or  diligence,  that 
is  all  for  which  he  is  answerable "  (e).  [The  Vice-Chan- 
CELLOR. — The  error  Pngh  has  made  seems  to  have  been, 
that  he  so  conducted  what  he  intended  to  be  a  cross-exami- 
nation as  to  make  the  depositions  evidence  in  chief  Had 
he  cross-examined,  his  clients  might  have  got  a  decree.] 
Cross-examination  would  not  have  answered  his  clients' 
purpose,  which  was  not  to  discredit,  but  to  get  from  the 
witnesses  facts,  in  their  knowledge,  material  to  the  relators' 
case;  and  for  this  purpose  it  was  necessary  to  get  the  evi- 
dence in  such  a  form  that  he  could  be  sure  of  being  able  to 
read  it,  which  he  could  not  have  been  had  he  simply  cross- 
examined 


1865. 


Ai'gument. 


(a)  3  B.  &  C.  738. 
(6)  4  fi.  &  Ad.  424. 
(c)  12CL&F.91. 
VOL.  IL 


(d)  Id.,  p.  102. 

(e)  Id.,  p.  lOa 


K.  J. 
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Arffum^nf, 
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[The  Vice-Chancellor. — ^That  argument  seems  scarcely 
consistent  with  the  case  made  by  Mr.  Pugh,  The  whole 
case  made  by  him  in  the  Attorney-General  v.  Dew^  and 
in  his  affidavit  upon  the  present  occasion,  is,  that  he  in- 
tended to  cross-examine — that  the  examination  in  chief 
was  an  imfbrtunate  error.  Do  any  of  the  authorities  apply 
to  the  case  of  such  an  error — an  error  in  a  point  of  prac- 
tice in  the  conduct  of  a  cause  ?  That  is  a  department  for 
which  the  solicitor  is  supposed  to  make  himself  peculiarly 
responsibla] 


Purves  V.  Landell  and  Kemp  v.  Burt  apply  to  such  a 
case.  And  this  was  a  point  of  practice  which  the  statute 
had  rendered  imsettled. 

Besides,  it  is  clear  from  the  evidence  that  the  error  arose 
firom  there  being  no  cross  interrogatories  at  hand,  and  was 
attributable  at  least  as  much,  if  not  entirely,  to  the  Com- 
missioner; and  tliat  this  was  the  opinion  of  the  Judge  is 
clear  from  his  suppressing  the  depositions. 

[The  Vice-Chancellor. — I  feel  the  difficulty — and  it 
is  a  very  great  difficulty — as  to  the  construction  of  the  Act. 
But>  looking  to  the  case  made  by  Mr.  Pugh,  it  seems  to 
me  that  the  idea  of  sheltering  him  under  the  obscurity  of 
the  Act  is  an  after-thought  on  your  part.  The  course  he 
intended  to  take,  and  which,  but  for  this  mistake,  he  would 
have  taken,  would  have  avoided  all  the  difficulty  you  attri- 
bute to  the  Act  He  hdS  launched  his  client  into  the  diffi- 
culty by  a  gross  mistake.  The  only  argument  you  urge  for 
him  seems  to  be,  that,  had  he  done  deliberately  what,  in 
fact^  he  did  by  this  mistake,  he  would  not  now  be  charge- 
able with  crassa  negligentia.] 


He   thought   the  Commissioner   would  take  down  the 
answers  of  the  witnesses  as  answers  on  cross-examination. 
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[The  Vicb-Chancellor — But  that  was  a  great  mistake.] 
It  is  the  merest  technical  distinction  which  in  this  Court  is 
taken  between  examination  in  chief  and  cross-examination. 

Mr.  Charles  Hall  (in  the  absence  of  Mr.  JRoft,  Q.  C.)  for 
the  Plaintiff 

This  claim  must  be  disallowed.  The  authorities  shew 
that  a  solicitor  "  is  liable  for  the  consequences  of  ignorance 
or  non-observance  of  the  rules  of  practice  of  the  Courts  for 
want  of  care  in  the  preparation  of  the  cause  for  trial,  or  of 
attendance  thereon  with  his  witnesses,  and  for  the  mis- 
management of  so  much  of  the  conduct  of  a  cause  as  is 
usually  and  ordinarily  allotted  to  his  department  of  the  pro- 
fession :  per  Tindal,  C.  J.,  in  Oodefroy  v.  DaUon  (a).  He 
must  exercise  proper  caution:  Montriou  v.  JefferyaQ)). 
And  it  is  not  sufficient  for  him  to  shew  that  he  has  had  the 
best  intentions,  and  that  the  miscarriage  has  arisen  from 
inadvertence:  Hill  v.  Feailteratonhaugh  (c).  The  client 
is  entitled  to  expect  from  his  solicitor  the  same  degree  of 
skill,  diligence,  and  caution  which  is  expected  from  engi- 
neers, medical  men,  and  other  professional  persons. 

And  where  a  solicitor  brings  a  claim  like  the  present,  it 
lies  with  him  to  shew  affirmatively  that  he  has  done  all 
that  he  ought  to  have  done,  and  not  with  the  client  to  shew 
negatively  that  the  solicitor  has  not  done  his  duty:  per 
Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  in  Allison  v.  Rayner  (d).  This  the 
Defendant  has  not  shewn ;  on  the  cojitrary,  it  is  clear  that 
he  has  committed  an  error  in  a  part  of  the  conduct  of  the 
cause  which,  in  the  words  of  Tindal,  C.  J.,  is  "  ordinarily 
allotted  to  his  department  of  the  profession."  In  Purves 
V.  Landell  it  is  admitted,  that  misconduct  would  render  a 
solicitor  liable,  and  we  have  misconduct  here. 

(a)  6  Bing.  468.  (c)  7  Bing.  669. 

(6)  By.  &  M.  31^  (cO  7  B.  &  C.  441. 
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As  to  his  defence,  that  he  was  supported  by  the  opinion 
of  his  counsel— [The  Vicb-Chancellor. — I  do  not  think 
the  counsel's  opinion  touches  it  at  alL]  So  far  from  it>  that 
opinion  makes  against  him.  He  disregarded  the  opinion 
of  his  counsel,  who  dissuaded  him  from  even  cross-exami- 
nation. 


Neither  is  he  protected  by  the  passage  cited  from  Mr. 
HeadUx/m,  Had  he  meant  to  rely  upon  that  passage,  he 
ought  to  have  obtained  an  order  to  examine  the  Defend- 
ants, as  Mr.  Headlam  states  at  p.  853,  citing  Legh  v.  WU- 
Kama,  Besides,  he  ought  not  to  have  filed  a  replication. 
He  has  committed  a  series  of  blunders.  The  interpretation 
of  the  statute  has  been  decided  in  this  very  case  of  the 
Attomey-OeneraZ  v.  Dew.  [The  Vice-Chancellor. — The 
report  does  not  state  that  the  statute  was  cited.]  But  it 
must  have  been  considered.  [The  Vice-Chancellor. — 
Had  he  intended  to  rely  upon  the  statute,  could  his  conduct 
have  been  called  crassa  negligentia?]  I  submit  that  it  could ; 
but  the  fact  is,  that  he  never  intended  to  rely  upon  Mr. 
HedcUam'a  view  of  the  statute. 

[The  Vice-Chancellor. — Do  the  authorities  decide  the 
question  of  the  amount  to  be  disallowed;  for  instance, 
where  there  have  been  disbursements  in  the  cause?  Sup- 
pose, before  the  error  occurred,  the  relators  had  been  or- 
dered to  pay  certain  costs,  incurred  properly,  and  not  in 
consequence  of  any  error  on  the  part  of  the  solicitor, 
and  the  solicitor  had  paid  those  costs,  would  that  payment 
be  disallowed?] 


All  is  to  be  disallowed — not  the  last  brick  which  breaks 
the  wall.  ITie  contract  between  solicitor  and  client  is  one 
entire  contract,  as  is  shewn  by  the  rule  as  to  the  operation 
of  the  Statute  of  Limitations  upon  a  solicitor's  bill,  where 
upon  this  principle  time  runs  from  the  datp  of  the  last  item. 
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Mr.  Jamesy  Q.  G,  in  reply,  relied  upon  Lord  Campbell's 
statement  of  the  law  in  Purves  v.  LandeU,  as  establishing 
that  all  a  client  has  a  right  to  expect  from  his  solicitor  is, 
that  he  will  be  honest  and  diligent. 

Then,  in  this  case,  the  Court  would  not  construe  too 
strictly  against  Mr.  Pugh  what  he  said  in  his  affidavit 
about  having  intended  to  cross-examine.  All  he  said  was, 
that  he  relied  on  the  agreement  as  a  sufficient  authority  to 
enable  the  Commissioners  to  put  questions  "  by.  way  of 
cross-examination."  And  that  is  the  light  in  which  the 
examination  of  an  adverse  witness  is  viewed  in  all  cases, 
whether  it  be  obtained  by  interrogatories  in  chief,  or  cross 
interrogatories. 

At  aU  events,  the  objection  ought  not  to  be  extended  to 
the  whole  bill;  it  would  be  extremely  hard  to  confiscate 
moneys  paid  by  Pugh  to  other  persons  on  behalf  of  his 
client 

Judgment  reserved. 


1855. 

Stokis 

Tbumpxb. 

Argument, 


Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood: — 

I  fully  concur  in  what  was  urged  in  support  of  the  pre- 
sent claim  to  this  extent,  that  if  the  case  were  simply  one 
in  which  Defendants  had  been  called  as  witnesses  on  the 
part  of  the  relators,  and  in  which  it  had  proved  on  that 
account  impossible  to  obtain  a  decree,  it  would  not  have 
been  a  case  of  crassa  negligentia.  Looking  to  the  stat 
6  &  7  Vict.  c.  85,  and  to  the  opinions  which  have  been  ex- 
pressed on  that  statute  (although  I  do  not  intimate  the 
slightest  doubt  in  my  own  mind  as  to  the  interpretation  to 
be  put  upon  the  statute,  and  even  if  it  had  been  relied  upon  in 
the  argument  before  Vice-Chancellor  Krdght  Bruce,  I  think 


May^bik, 


Judf/mmt. 
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1865.  the  great  probability  is  that  his  decision  would  not  have 
been  different  from  what  it  was),  and  looking  to  the  doubt 
expressed  by  Lord  Truro,  besides  what  might  have  been 
lu-ged  on  the  authority  of  Elkitigton  v.  Holland  and  Pur- 
vea  V.  Landdl,  it  would  have  been  impossible  in  such  a 
case  as  I  have  supposed  to  hold  that  there  had  been  on  the 
part  of  the  solicitor  such  crassa  negligentia  as  would  dis- 
entitle him  to  sue. 

But  the  foundation  of  the  argument  in  the  case  supposed 
is,  that  the  solicitor  acted  bona  fide,  and  used  ordinary  dili- 
gence and  ordinary  skill,  and  that  so  acting  and  using  such 
diligence  and  skill,  he  was  misled,  and  misled  simply  on  a 
doubtful  point  of  law,  into  taking  a  step  which  ultimately 
proved  ruinous  to  his  clients.  Now  this  case  is  wholly 
different  from  the  case  supposed  ;  Mr.  Pugh  has  not  been 
misled  by  anything  of  the  kind.  It  is  impossible,  con- 
sistently with  the  facts  in  evidence,  to  hold  that  he  had  in 
the  least  considered  the  point  of  law  with  a  view  to  ex- 
amining the  Defendants  Oowland  and  Lee-Warner  as  wit- 
nesses on  the  part  of  the  relators.  He  had  taken  Mr. 
Wray'a  opinion  whether  they  could  be  examined  as  wit- 
nesses on  the  part  of  their  co-Defendant  Dew,  and  Mr. 
Wray  had  given  his  opinion  that  they  could.  Having 
taken  that  opinion,  Mr.  Pv^h  was  attending  where  the 
witnesses  were  to  be  examined,  and  one  of  the  relators 
si^gested  that  it  was  desirable  for  him  to  examine  the  De- 
fendants Oo^dcmd  and  Lee-WanMr,  in  order  to  elicit  the 
truth.  I  am  putting  it  most  favourably  now  for  Mr.  PngK 
I  will  suppose  that  the  relators  said  to  him,  '  It  is  desirable 
to  examine  these  witnesses,  for  we  have  had  a  conversation 
with  them,  and  they  are  able  to  state  some  very  important 
matters  in  our  favour."  It  is  immaterial  whether  his  clients 
said  '  examine  or  cross-examine,'  because  the  client  is  not 
supposed  to  know  anything  of  such  technicalities ;  but  the 
solicitor  was,  no  doubt,  well  aware  of  the  right  course. 
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Having  fevourable  witnesses  produced  by  the  other  side, 
the  right  course  was  to  cross-examine  Uiem,  and  that  was 
the  course  he  intended  to  taka 

It  was  argual  that  cross-examination  would  have  been 
open  to  the  difficulty,  that,  if  the  examination  in  chief  was 
not  read,  then  the  benefit  of  the  supposed  favourable  evi- 
dence might  be  lost  to  the  relators,  because,  the  examination 
in  chief  not  being  read,  the  cross-examination  could  not 
be  read  either.  That  is  true,  and  I  should  be  quite  willing 
to  accede  to  the  argument  if  it  were  consistent  with  the 
hcia  before  me ;  but  the  fact  is,  that  Mr.  Pugh  did  think 
fit  to  cross-examine,  he  thought  it  best  to  do  so,  and 
throughout  his  affidavit  he  says  fairly  enough  that  such  was 
his  object  [His  Honour  read  the  affidavit  to  shew  thia] 
It  is  true  that  at  the  close  of  his  affidavit  he  says, — "  I 
also  considered  that  their  evidence  was  material  on  behalf 
of  the  informant^  as  the  prayer  of  the  information  against 
them  was  for  their  dismissal  firom  the  trusteeship  of  the 
charity;  and  I  considered  myself  justified  in  the  course  I 
pursued  fix)m  having  perused  the  statute  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  86, 
and  DanieWa  Chancery  Practice  by  Headla/m,  and  also 
firom  having  received  the  opinion  of  our  counsel  Mr.  Wray." 
But  it  cannot  be  argued  firom  that  passage  that  he  con- 
sidered he  was  justified  in  examining  in  chief,  because  the 
whole  of  the  affidavit  shews  that  he  intended  to  cross-ex- 
amine, and  to  cross-examine  only. 


1856. 


JitdgmiiU, 


The  opinion  that  Mr.  Wray  gave  cannot  justify  the 
solicitor  in  the  course  he  took,  for  Mr.  Wray,  whether  cor- 
rectly or  not,  advised  him  not  to  cross-examine,  because 
cross-examination  would  give  weight  to  the  examination  of 
the  witnesses  in  chief  on  the  part  of  their  co-Defendant 
DeWy  and  possibly  preclude  the  relators  fi'om  objecting  to 
their  testimony  on  the  ground  of  their  being  interested  wit- 
nesses.    It  is  impossible  for  Mr.  Pugh  to  rely  on  that  opin- 
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ion  as  justifying  either  his  examination  of  the  witnesses  in 
chief,  or  his  intention  to  cross-examine  them.  And  by  this 
blimder,  which  really  seems  to  be  a  blunder  of  the  most 
gross  description,  instead  of  putting  cross-interrogatories, 
interrogatories  in  chief  are  exhibited,  and  the  witnesses  are 
made  witnesses  in  chief  instead  of  being  examined  on  cross- 
interrogatories. 

It  was  argued  that  the  view  I  take  is  an  adherence  to 
the  letter  and  not  to  the  substance.  It  seems  to  me  to 
l>e  the  substance  itself  The  solicitor  has  taken  a  course 
which  has  led  to  the  whole  diflSculty.  He  cannot  say,  *  It 
was  a  moot  point  whether  by  examining  in  chief  I  should  or 
should  not  prevent  a  decree  being  taken  against  the  De- 
fendants, and  it  being  a  moot  point  I  ought  not  to  be 
liable.'  Had  he  cross-examined,  that  moot  point  never 
would  have  arisen ;  there  would  never  have  been  any 
question  of  a  doubtful  character  at  all ;  he  would  have  had 
a  plain  straightforward  case;  would  have  got  all  the  benefit 
of  the  examination,  and  no  question  of  this  kind  would 
have  arisen.  He  by  his  negligence  has  caused  it  to  arise. 
He  by  his  negligence  has  brought  his  clients  up  to  a  doubt- 
ful point  of  law  which  never  need  have  arisen,  and  that 
doubtful  point  has  proved  fatal  to  their  cause. 

The  fact  of  a  solicitor  by  his  negligence  placing  his 
client  in  a  difficulty  of  this  discription,  is  that  which  the 
Court  is  bound  to  call  crassa  negligentia — the  circumstance 
of  his  putting  an  examination  in  chief  instead  of  a  cross- 
examination  is  crassa  negligentia.  The  terms  used  by  ParJb, 
B.,  in  EUdngton  v.  Holland  (a),  are  these — "  The  soli- 
citor has  not  infringed  any  plain  rule  of  law  or  point  of  prac- 
tice." Here  the  solicitor  has  infringed  a  plain  point  of  prac- 
tice, in  putting  in  interrogatories  in  chief  instead  of  cross 


(a)  9  M.  &  W.  661. 
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interrogatories.  In  Purves  v.  LcmdeU  (a),  Lord  Lyndhurst,        1866. 
C,  admits  that  where  an  attorney  has  shewn  a  "  want  of 
reasonable  skill/'  he  is  liable  in  an  action  for  negligence ; 
and  in  this  very  case  of  The  AUomey-General  v.  Dew,  as 
reported  by  De  Oex  <b  Smale,  the  learned  Judge  says,  "  I  ^"*««*« 

cannot  but  attribute  to  error  and  want  of  knowledge,  and 
to  no  design  or  intention  of  abandoning  the  case  against  Mr. 
Gowland  or  Mr.  Lee-Watmer,  that  they  were  examined, 
as  they  were,  in  chief  in  support  of  the  information,  in  sup- 
port of  which  they  might  have  been,  as  Mr.  Dew's  witnesses, 
cross-examined"  (6).  The  case  is  the  same  as  if  it  had  hap- 
pened at  law,  where  there  can  be  no  doubt  the  solicitor 
would  have  been  responsible. 

That  is  the  eflfect  here:  and  although  one  may  greatly 
regret  it  as  regards  the  position  of  the  solicitor,  still  it  is  a 
case  of  hardship  on  both  sides;  and  where  the  hardship 
must  fall  one  way  or  the  other,  the  question  is,  whether 
it  ought  not  to  fall  on  the  party  who  has  been  guilty  of 
negligence. 

With  regard  to  the  remaining  question,  whether  the 
whole,  or  only  a  part,  of  the  bill  is  to  be  disallowed,  I  have 
examined  the  authorities,  and  I  find  they  establish,  that 
where,  as  here,  a  solicitor  has  been  retained  for  and  has  un* 
dertaken  a  particular  business,  his  bill  of  costs  for  carrying 
that  business  through  to  its  conclusion  is  but  one  bill;  and 
where,  as  here,  the  business  in  question  is  the  prosecution 
of  a  suit,  and  the  solicitor  has  by  his  crassa  negligentia  in 
the  conduct  of  that  suit  caused  the  suit  to  be  lost,  he  can- 
not recover  any  portion  of  his  bill.  I  refer  to  the  class  of 
authorities  of  which  one  of  the  latest  is  J^hitekead  v. 
Lard  (c),  and  which  decide  that  a  solicitor  cannot  bring  his 
action  for  a  bill  of  costs  until  the  whole  of  the  business  is 

(a)  12  CI.  &  F.  107.    (6)  3  De  G.  &  S.  495,  496.    (c)  7  Exch.  691. 
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185/).  done^  except  in  a  case  where  there  has  been  a  stipiilation, 
thaty  until  the  client  furnishes  him  with  money,  he  cannot 
go  on  with  his  case.  A  solicitor  has  but  one  retainer — it 
is  all  one  work  and  one  business  that  he  undertakes  to  carry 
through;  and  here  it  is  in  relation  to  that  one  business  that 
Mr.  Pugh  has  failed 

Mr.  James, — There  have  been  disbursements. 

The  Vice-Chancellob. — If  there  are  any  particular 
items,  they  had  better  be  stated  in  Chambers.  I  am  afraid 
you  will  find  that  the  principle  will  apply  to  alL 

Mr.  RoU, — The  disbursements  in  the  suit  will  follow  the 
decision. 


July  2nd.  By  the  certificate  of  the  Chief  Clerk,  the  whole  of  the 
claim,  with  the  exception  of  a  smn  of  5i.  17«.  6d.,  was  dis- 
allowed. 

Jtdy  2iih,  Mr.  Pugh  appealed,  but  the  question  was  not  re-argued. 

Upon  the  matter  being  opened  before  the  Lords  Justices, 
the  claim,  by  the  consent  of  the  respondent,  was  settled 
at  3751 
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In  re  the  STAT.  10th  &  11th  VICT.  c.  96,  Jan.2etK. 

AKD 

Ik  re  CAZNEAU'S  LEGACY  under  HOUSMAN'S 

WILL. 

Un  the  14th  of  December,  1855,  Spry  and  TuU,  exe-  Practice— lo 
cutors  of  the  will  of  CatheHne  Housman,  who  died  in  go-Ath  Order 


Febniaiy,  1855,  paid  into  court  under  the  Trustee  Relief  J^ig-TV^ie 

Act  (10  &  11  Vict  c.  96),  1693Z.  Us.  9d.  Consols,  and  ^^^"- 

252.  lis.  id.  cash,  bequeathed  by  the  testatrix  to  CazTieau.        - — 

Where  tnu- 
teea,  haying 

On  the  7th  of  January,  1856,  Spry  and  Tull  applied  by  g^^"^^*^. 

petition  under  the  4th  Order  of  the  10th  of  June,  1848,  for  dw  the  True- 

a  distribution  of  the  fund.  (10  &  ii  vict 

0.  96),  afle]> 
wards  apply 
On  the  14th  of  January,  1856,  a  petition  for  the  dis-  by  peUtaon 

tribution  of  the  same  fund  was  presented  by  Lister  and  2?d^  Qf\^ 

Morgan,  the  official  assignees,  imder  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy,  jg^^^L^^®* 

awarded  and  i8sue<l  against  Cazneau  in  1837.  distribution  of 

^  the  fund,  the 

Court  has  ju- 
The  fund  was  also  claimed  by  mortgagees  under  an  in-  risdiotion  to 

make  an  onler 

denture  of  assignment  executed  by  Cazneau  in  November,  upon  the  peti- 

^o-c  tion,  andis 

^°^^-  bound  to  ex- 

eroise  that 

jurisdiction. 

But  where 

Mr.  Danid,  Q.  C,  for  the  executors.  such  a  petition 

was  presented 
by  trustees 

Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Ed/Us,  for  Lister  and  Morgan^  without  con- 
asked  to  have  the  petition  of  the  executors  dismissed,  with  parties  claim- 

.  mg  beneficial 

^****  interests  in  the 

fund,  and  no 
We  contend,  in  the  first  place,  that  trusteei^  are  not  en-  cause  was 

titled  to  present  a  petition  for  the  distribution  of  a  fund  trustees  for 

taking  upon 
themMlves  to 

be  the  movers  in  the  matter,  the  Court,  to  discourage  such  applications,  allowed  them 

only  respondents'  costs. 
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1866.         which  they  have  themselves  paid  into  court.       It  is  an 

jn  re        abuse  of  the  Act     The  object  of  the  Act  was,  the  relief  of 

^l^AOT  '     tnisteea     That  object  is  attained  when  the  trustees  pay  the 

UKDEB  Hous-   trust  fund  into  court     By  the  fact  of  payment,  their  ha- 
mam's  Will,    -.,,  —     ,  i*    ^    •    -*      • 

—  bmty  ceasea     It  is  no  part  of  then:  busmess  to  see  to  the 

'^^''*"***'*     distribution  of  the  fund.     If  trustees  are  entitled  to  petition 
for  the  distribution  of  a  fund,  they  may  do  so  the  instant 
after  they  have  paid  it  into  court    [The  Vice-Chancellor. 
— In  re  Cooper's  Trust,  I  made  an  order  upon  a  petition 
presented  by  trustees  for  the  distribution  of  a  fund  which 
had  been  paid  into  court  under  the  Act,  and  the  Lords 
Justices  affirmed  my  order.     It  is  true  that  in  that  case  all 
the  parties  interested  were  desirous  that  the  petition  should 
be  so  presented :   but  if  your  contention  upon   the  first 
point  is  right,  that  order  was  wrong;  for  your  ailment 
would  prove  that  the  Court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  adju- 
dicate upon  a  petition  so  presented.]     But  admitting,  that 
in  a  proper  case,  and  where  all  the  parties  interested  desire 
it,  the  Court  has  jurisdiction  to  adjudicate  upon  a  petition 
thus  presented,   we  contend,  secondly,  that  this  is  not  a 
proper  case  for  the  exercise  of  that  jurisdiction;  and  that 
in  this  case  the  petition  of  the  executors  should  be  dis- 
missed, with  costs.     Here  there  has  been  nothing  to  justify 
such  an  applicatioa     There  was  no  delay  on  the  part  of 
those  entitled  to  the  fund,  whose  claims  were  of  an  intricate 
nature,  requiring  time  to  prepare  them  for  the  hearing. 
For  this  not  a  month  is  allowed  them  by  the  executors, 
whose  object  has  been  simply  to  run  a  race  with  their 
cestuis  que  trustent,  to  see  which  could  first  present  a  peti- 
tioa  [The  Vice-Chancellor. — If  they  were  wrong  in  thus 
presenting  a  petition,  was  it  the  right  way,  to  remedy  that 
impropriety,  for  you  to  file  a  counter  petition  f]     Their  pe- 
tition was  answered  on  the  7th  of  January — ours  on  the 
14th;  and  on  the  11th  we  informed  them  that  we  had  in- 
structed counsel  to  prepare  a  petition. 

Mr.  Cairns,  for  the  mortgagees. 
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The  Vice-Chancellor — I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  I 
have  jurisdiction  to  make  an  order  upon  a  petition  thus 
presented,  and  I  am  bound  to  exercise  that  jurisdiction. 


1856. 


In  re 

Caznbau*8 

Leoact, 

But,  as  to  costs,  it  is  a  very  different  matter;  and  upon  this,    under  Hous- 
T  ^  ,  ,  man's  Will. 

1  must  hear  a  reply.  

Argvmimt, 

Mr.  Daniel,  Q.  G,  in  reply. — If  the  trustees  were  en- 
titled to  present  a  petition,  if  the  Court  can  adjudicate  upon 
the  petition  they  have  presented,  and  if  they  have  not  in- 
volved the  other  parties  in  any  greater  expense  than  they 
would  otherwise  have  incurred,  why  are  they  not  to  have 
their  costs?  Here  the  petition  was  contained  in  three 
brief  sheets,  and  was  served  only  upon  the  parties  interested. 

The  conduct  of  Lister  and  Morgan,  in  presenting  a 
counter  petition,  after  they  had  notice  of  the  petition  of  the 
trustees,  is  utterly  indefensible. 


Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Pagk  Wood: — 

It  is  quite  clear  to  me  that  I  have  jurisdiction  to  ad- 
judicate upon  a  petition  thus  presented  by  trustees  for  the 
distribution  of  a  fund  which  they  have  paid  into  court. 
It  was  at  first  doubted  whether  any  relief  could  be  given 
to  respondents  on  a  petition  presented  by  a  party  in  a  dif- 
ferent interest,  but  such  jurisdiction  was  first  exercised  by 
Lord  Cottenharriy  C,  in  Oaffee's  Trust  (a);  and  afterwards  I 
took  upon  myself  In  re  Cooper's  Trust,  where  all  the  parties 
wished  the  petition  to  be  so  presented,  to  make  an  order  upon 
a  petition  presented  by  trustees  for  the  distribution  of  a 
fund  paid  into  court ;  and  my  order  was  aflSnned  by  the  Lords 
Justices  without  any  objection  upon  the  point  of  jurisdiction. 

The  main  question  is  as  to  the  propriety  of  the  trustees' 
conduct  in  taking  upon  themselves  to  present  such  a  peti- 


J^kdgvMni, 


(a)  1  M'N.  &  G.  641. 
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tion;  and  I  believe  this  is  the  first  instance  in  which  that 

question  has  arisen — the  first  instance  in  which  trustees 

^Lbqacy '*'    have  taken  upon  themselves,  without  the  consent  of  the  par- 

UNDER  Hous-  ties  claiming  to  be  beneficially  interested  in  the  fund,  to 
UAif's  Will.  «      ,       _, 

present  a  petition  for  its  distribution. 

Judgment, 

What  has  been  the  conduct  of  these  trustees  ?  By  the 
payment  of  the  fund  into  court,  they  had  secured  to  them- 
selves all  the  indemnity  to  which  they  could  possibly  be 
entitled.  Everything  which  they  had  the  slightest  in- 
terest in  seeing  done,  was  done.  They  were  indemnified  in 
tota  What  right  had  they,  after  that,  to  affect  the  fund  in 
respect  of  costs — ^to  take  upon  themselves  to  be  the  movers 
in  a  matter  in  which  other  parties  were  very  materially  in- 
terested, but  in  which  they  had  no  interest  whatever  ? 

If  a  trustee,  having  occasion  to  deal  with  another  fund 
the  distribution  of  which  is  dependent  upon  the  manner  in 
which  the  fund  he  has  paid  into  court  may  eventually  be  dis- 
tributed, should  find  that  fund  allowed  to  remain  imdistri- 
buted,  and  the  whole  question  allowed  to  be  hung  up  inde- 
finitely, it  would  be  a  different  matter.  But,  in  such  a  caso, 
what  is  the  duty  of  the  trustee?  Clearly  not  at  this  short 
notice  to  apply  for  its  distribution;  but  to  communicate 
with  the  parties  claiming  to  be  beneficially  interested,  and 
ascertain  fix)m  them  whether  they  are  not  going  to  take 
some  steps  to  bring  the  matter  to  a  conclusion. 

It  was  impossible  for  these  trustees  to  imagine,  thai  where 
80  large  a  sum  as  the  present  was  at  stake,  no  step  would 
be  taken  by  the  claimants. 

I  hope  it  will  be  a  sufficient  discouragement  to  such  con- 
duct as  the  present  on  the  part  of  trustees,  if  I  give  them 
in  this  matter  only  such  costs  as  they  would  have  had  if 
served  with  a  proper  petition. 

[The  Court  eventually  made  one  order  upon  both  peti- 
tions, and  gave  the  executors  respondents'  costs  on  both.] 
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I8S6. 


In  re  the  joint  STOCK  COMPANIES  WINDING-     Jan.  \dth. 


UP  ACTS,  1848  AND  184.9; 

AND 

THE  GREAT  CAMBRIAN  MINING  AND 
QUARRYING  COMPANY: 

HAWKINS'  Case. 


Jwni  Stock 
Companiet 
Winding-up 
Acts,  1848, 
1849— CofUri- 
hutory — 
Notice — Ac' 


iN  1853  the  company  waa  projected,  and  a  prospectus  bvIu^ 

issued,  which  was  headed  thus: —  .  ^iZiZI,.,^ 

A  mining  com- 

pony  by  its 

prospectus 

"  The  Great  Cambrian  Mining  and  Quarrying  Company,  andcertificates 
In  30,000  shares  of  IZ.  each,  to  be  paid  upon  aUotment  bTl^j^y 

in  80,000 


"  To  be  conducted  upon  the  cost-book  principle,  and  the 
accounts  audited  every  two  months.   No  deed  to  be  signed/* 


shares  of  11, 
each,  to  be 
conducted 
upon  the  cost- 
book  principle. 

At  a  meeting  held  on  the  15th  of  September,  1853,  it  ^^^" 
was  resolved,  that  the  adventure  should  be  conducted  on  by  one  of 

which  the 

the  cost-book  principle,  under  the  following  amongst  other  company  was 

.      ^  to  be  consi- 

rules : —  dered  as  con- 

stituted, and 

1.  That  the  adventure  should  be  divided  into  30,000  to  be  at  liberty 

to  commence 
business,  so 
800Q  as  one-third  of  the  shares  should  haTS  been  subooribed;  and  by  another  that  no  person 
should  be  recognised  as  an  adventurer  in  or  entitled  to  any  benefit  from  the  company  until 
he  riiould  have  signed  the  rules,  and  be  duly  registered  in  the  cost-book  as  an  adventurer. 
W.  H.  having  seen  the  prospectus,  but  not  the  rules,  applied  verbally  and  paid  for  and  received 
certificates  of  shares  in  the  company.  The  certificates  stated  that  the  shares  were  t<^he 
held  subject  to  the  rules  of  the  company.  The  company  failed.  W.  H,,  a  year  afte^e 
received  the  certificates,  brought  an  action  to  recover  his  money,  and  the  action  waa  com- 
promised. 

Jlddf  Istly: — That  the  certificates  were  notice  of  the  mles;  and  aithou);h  W.  H.,  assum- 
ing him  not  to  have  had  previous  notice,  would  have  been  allowed,  perhaps,  a  reasonable  locus 
poenitentiee  to  return  the  certificates,  still,  having  retained  them,  and  not  having  brought 
his  action  for  a  year,  he  must  be  taken  to  have  acquiesced  in  and  be  bound  by  the  rules. 

2ndly.  That  although  W.  II.  had  not  signed  the  rules,  still,  having  applied  and  paid  for  and 
accepted  the  certificates  of  shares,  he  had  authorised  the  company  to  register  his  name  in 
the  cost-book  without  his  signing  the  rules ;  the  contract  was  complete,  and  he  was  a 
**  contributory." 
CoH-book  Principle. 

Rules  peculiar  to  the  cost-book  system  must  be  proved. 
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1866. 

In  re 

Thb  Great 

Cambrian 

Mining  and 

quarrtinq 

Company; 

Hawkins' 

Casb. 

Suuemetit, 


Jyarts  or  shares,  numbered  in  regular  order  from  1  to 
30,000;  and  upon  each  of  which  \l,  should  be  paid  at  the 
time  of  issuing  the  same. 

2.  That  the  several  persons  who  should  subscribe  for 
any  of  the  shares  should,  upon  signing  the  rules,  be  respec- 
tively entitled  to  a  certificate  or  certificates,  imder  the 
hands  of  three  of  the  directors  of  the  adventure,  of  his  be- 
ing the  proprietor  of  the  shares  in  the  adventure  for  which 
he  should  have  subscribed  and  signed  the  rules. 

4.  That  when  and  as  soon  as  one  third  part  of  the 
30,000  shares  should  have  been  subscribed,  the  adventurers 
should  be  and  continue  associated  for  the  purposes  of  the 
adventure,  and  the  directors  should  have  full  power  to  do 
all  acts  and  things  authorised  by  the  rules  and  regulations 
in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  whole  of  the  30,000  parts  or 
shares  were  actually  subscribed  for. 

37th.  That  no  person  should  be  recognised  as  an  ad- 
venturer in  the  company,  or  entitled  to  any  benefit  there- 
from, until  he  should  have  signed  the  rules  of  the  company, 
and  be  duly  registered  in  the  cost-book  as  an  adventurer. 

In  1854,  HawkiTis  having  seen  the  prospectus,  but  not 
the  rules  of  the  company,  applied  verbally,  through  the  so- 
licitor of  the  company,  for  550  shares,  for  which  he  paid 
the  requisite  amount,  and  received  certificates  in  the  fol- 
lowing form: 

"2061. 
''  The  Great  Cambrian  Mining  and  Quarrying  Company. 

'*  In  30,000  parts  or  shares  of  li.  each.     To  be  conducted 
on  the  cost-book  principle. 
"No.  10,301  to  10,305. 

"Five 
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"  This  is  to  certify  that  the  holder  of  this  certificate  ia 
the  proprietor  of  five  parts  or  shares  in  the  Cambrian  Min- 
ing and  Quarrying  Company,  to  be  held  subject  to  the 
rules  of  the  company,  upon  each  of  which  the  sum  of  11. 
has  been  paid. 

"  London,  the  10th  day  of  December,  1853/' 

[Then  followed  signatures,  and  a  reference  to  the  corre- 
sponding entries  in  the  company's  books.] 

The  scheme  proved  a  failure,  and,  in  consequence  of  the 
debts  and  liabilities  of  the  company,  a  call  of  28.  6d,  per 
share  was  made  upon  the  shareholders. 

Subsequently,  in  April,  1855,  and  just  a  year  after  re- 
ceiving the  certificates,  Hawkins  brought  an  action  against 
three  of  the  directors  of  the  company,  to  recover  back  the 
money  he  had  paid  for  them,  lajring  his  damages  at  lOOOZ. 
The  Defendants  pleaded  "never  indebted."  Issue  was 
joined,  and  the  cause  set  down  for  hearing.  Shortly  before 
the  day  appointed  for  the  hearing,  the  Defendants  proposed 
terms  for  settlement,  and  an  order  to  stay  all  further  pro- 
ceedings was  agreed  upon,  on  payment  of  all  costs  and  1501, 


An  order  was  subsequently  obtained  for  winding  up  the 
company.  An  oflScial  manager  was  appointed,  and  Hav)- 
kins  was  served  with  notice  that  the  oflScial  manager  would 
seek  to  put  him  on  the  list  of  contributories. 
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1856. 

^  re 
The  Orbat 
Cambrian 
Mining  and 
QuARRTma 
Company; 
Hawkins' 

Cass. 

Statement, 


Hawkins  had  not  signed  the  rules  or  any  other  docu- 
ment of  the  company,  but  his  name  was  registered  in  the 
cost-book.  He  had  never  acted  in  the  management  or 
attended  any  meeting  of  the  company.  He  had  not  paid 
the  call  of  28.  6cZ.,  or  noticed  the  letters  apprising  him  that 
such  call  was  made. 

VOL.  II.  s  K.  -J. 
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1866. 

In  m 
Thb  Obiat 
Cambbiak 
Hiking  and 
quarbting 
Gompant; 

HAWKnTO* 

Casb. 


The  Chief  Clerk,  after  hearing  the  evidence,  decided  that 
Hawhma  should  be  included  in  the  list  of  contributories  for 
550  shares. 


Mr.  RoUy  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Surrage  now  moved  that  the 
decision  of  the  Chief  Clerk  might  be  reversed,  and  to  have 
Hawkina'e  name  struck  out  from  the  list. 


Mr.  Hawkins  is  not  a  contributory  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Acts.  To  constitute  a  contributory,  it  is  requisite  that  the 
party  should  be,  as  between  himself  and  the  general  body  of 
adventurers,  a  partner,  or  that  he  should  have  done  some  act 
holding  himself  out  to  the  world  at  large  as  a  co-adven- 
turer. According  to  Lord  Truro,  C,  "  He  must  either  be 
liable  to  creditors,  or  he  must  be  liable  to  contribute  to  the 
indemnity  of  those  persons  who  were  liable  to  the  creditors  of 
the  projected  company  "  (a).  "  The  Winding-up  Acts  in  no 
respect  altered  the  legal  rights  or  liabilities  of  any  one. 
Those  who  had  incurred  liabilities  remained  liable.  Those 
who  had  acquired  rights  retained  those  rights.  It  was  not 
the  object  of  the  Acts  to  add  to  or  to  detract  from  any  ex- 
isting right ''  (6).  These  are  the  principles  by  which  this 
case  must  be  tested ;  and,  tested  by  these  principles,  Haw- 
kins is  not  liable  as  a  contributory. 

It  will  be  said  that  he  applied  for  shares  in  the  compan}!^ 
and  that  shares  in  the  company  were  allotted  to  him,  and 
he  received  the  certificates.  But  there  is  a  fallacy  in  this 
statement  He  applied  for  shares  in  a  company  with  a 
capital  of  30,000Z.  The  shares  allotted  to  him  were  shares 
in  a  company  with  a  capital,  in  effect,  of  but  10,000i.  So 
far  as  he  is  concerned  the  company  in  which  he  applied  to 


(a)  Per  Lord  Truro,  C,  in  Bes- 
lejfi  case,  3  M*N.  &  G.  302. 

(b)  Per  Lord  Cranworth,  V.  C, 


in  Carrick^s  case,  1  Sim.  N.  S. 
609 ;  HuUon  v.  Thompson,  3  H. 
L.  Cas.  161. 
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become  a  shareholder  was  never  formeA  The  Rtipulation 
that  the  capital  should  not  be  less  than  30,000i.  was  of  the 
essence  of  the  undertaking,  and  was  viewed  as  such  by 
Hawkins,  as  it  would  be  by  any  other  mercantile  person. 
And  if  behind  his  back,  without  his  knowledge,  without 
any  attempt  to  give  him  notice  of  the  change,  the  directors 
pass  rules  cutting  down  that  capital  by  two  thirds,  he  is 
entitled  to  say,  *  That  is  not  the  undertaking  in  which  I 
applied  for  shares/  [The  Vice-Chancellob. — The  rules 
were  in  existence  at  the  time  when  Hawkins  applied  for 
his  shares.] 


1866. 

Jn  re 
Thb  Gbbat 
Cambriaw 

HlNINOAKD 
QUARRTUra 

Coxpant; 

Hawkum^ 

Casi. 

ArgmnmL 


Admitting  that  to  be  the  case,  he  had  no  notice  of  such 
a  change  a3  this.  The  words  in  the  certificate  "  subject  to 
the  rules  of  the  company,"  cannot  be  deemed  such  notice. 
Those  certificates  bore  upon  their  face  that  the  company 
was  to  be  "  in  30,000  parts  or  shares,  of  II.  each."  Any 
rules  to  which  after  that  the  certificate  might  refer,  must 
be  deemed  to  have  been  rules  relative  to  a  company  with  a 
capital  of  30,000i.,  rules  as  to  subordinate  details ;  other- 
wise the  certificate  was  a  snare  by  which  Hawkins  was  en- 
ticed into  the  company.  The  directors  might  as  well  have 
made  rules  altering  the  business  of  the  company  from  min- 
ing in  Wales  to  fisheries  in  the  South  Seas, 


But,  if  Ha/wkins  is  to  be  deemed  to  have  had  construc- 
tive notice  of  the  rules  in  question,  he  had  notice  of  them 
all,  and,  therefore,  of  the  37th  rule,  which  provides,  "  that 
no  person  should  be  recognised  as  an  adventurer  in  the 
company,  or  entitled  to  any  benefit  therefrom,  until  he  or 
she  shall  have  signed  the  rules  of  the  company,  and  be  duly 
registered  in  the  cost-book  as  an  adventurer."  Now,  Haw- 
kins never  signed  the  rules.  He  never  accepted  the  shares. 
So  far  from  it,  as  soon  as  possible  after  discovering  the  error 
into  which  he  had  been  betrayed  by  the  prospectus,  he  re- 
pudiated the  allotment,  bringing  his  action  to  recover  back 

s  2 


258 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1856. 

In  re 
Thb  Great 
Cambrian 
Hiking  AND 
Quarrying 
Coxpant; 
Hawkinb' 
Casi. 

Argument, 


the  money  he  had  paid  upon  the  faith  of  the  prospectus, 
and  retaining  the  shares  merely  with  a  view  to  that  action. 
This  is  a  sujBacient  answer  to  the  pretence  that  there  has 
been  acquiescence  on  his  part 

It  will  be  said  that  special  rules  are  applicable  to  the 
present  company,  as  being  a  company  upon  the  cost-book 
principle.  But,  independently  of  other  answers  to  this  ob- 
jection, it  is  not  the  fact  that  this  is  such  a  company.  Cer- 
tainly it  is  not  a  company  upon  the  cost-book  principle,  as 
defined  by  CoUyer,  Wordsworth,  or  any  other  writer  of 
authority.  It  is  simply  a  joint  stock  company,  which,  by 
putting  forward  the  pretence  of  the  cost-book  system,  has 
contrived  to  violate  the  law  requiring  registration. 

Mr.  Daniel,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Roxburgh,  for  the  official 
manager. 

Hawhma  has  been  properly  placed  upon  the.  list  of  con- 
tributories.  He  applied  for  shares.  He  paid  for  them.  He 
received  and  accepted  the  certificates,  and  on  each  of  those 
certificates  it  was  declared  that  he  held  subject  to  rules,  by 
one  of  which  it  was  provided,  that  when  and  as  soon  as  one 
third  part  of  the  30,000  parts  or  shares  should  have  been 
subscribed,  the  adventurers  should  be  and  continue  asso- 
ciated for  the  purposes  of  the  adventure  or  company,  and 
the  directors  should  have  full  power  to  do  all  acts  and 
things  authorised  by  the  rules,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  the 
whole  of  the  30,000  parts  or  shares  were  actually  subscribed 
for. 

It  is  well  settled,  that  where  a  party  has  applied  for 
shares,  and  has  received  and  accepted  certificates,  he  is  a 
contributory,  although  he  may  not  have  signed  the  deed  of 
settlement,  or,  as  here,  the  rules  and  regulations  of  the  com- 
pany.    In  Clements  v.  Todd  (a),  the  allottee  had  never 

(a)  6  Railway  Cases,  132. 
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signed  either  the  parliamentary  contract,  or  the  subscribers' 
agreement,  and  had  never  received  a  letter  of  allotment; 
yet^  having  applied  for  shares  and  received  certificates,  he 
-was  held  to  have  put  himself  in  the  same  position  as  if  he 
had  signed  both.  So,  in  Ex  parte  the  Earl  of  Mans- 
yield  (a),  an  allottee  was  held  to  be  a  contributory,  although 
he  had  neither  signed  the  deed,  nor  paid  any  call,  nor 
taken  any  part  in  the  company's  affairs.  And  Ex  parte 
Yella/nd  (b)  meets  still  more  closely  the  objection  founded 
on  the  37th  rule  of  this  company.  In  that  case  the  deed  of 
settlement  provided,  that,  immediately  upon  its  execution, 
the  person  executing  it  should  be  entered  on  the  registry 
and  returned  to  the  Joint  Stock  Registry  OflSce  under  the 
provisions  of  the  Registration  Act,  and  should  thenceforth, 
but  not  before,  assume  the  liabilities  and  privileges  of  a 
shareholder;  yet  it  was  held,  that,  inasmuch  as  the  party 
had  agreed  to  take  shares,  and  had  accepted  them,  he  had 
authorised  the  company  to  put  his  name  on  the  register 
without  his  execution  of  the  deed. 
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The  objection  founded  on  the  4th  rule  of  this  company 
is  met  by  the  same  case  of  Ex  parte  the  Earl  of  Mans- 
field, for  there  the  contract  was  held  to  be  complete  not- 
withstanding the  company  commenced  operations  before 
its  capital  was  fully  subscribed : — ^which  is  all  that  can  be 
objected  to  the  present  company. 

And  as  to  Hawkins  having  been  misled  by  the  prospec- 
tus, that  objection  is  met  by  Parbury*s  case  (c),  where  the 
prospectus  contained  incorrect  and  even  fraudulent  state- 
ments, in  reliance  upon  which  the  allottee  applied  for 
shares  in  a  company  which  proved  abortive,  yet  the  allottee 
was  held  a  contributory. 


(a)  2  M*N.  &  G.  57. 

(6)  5DeG.  &S.  395;  *S*.  C.  oil 


appeal,  16  Jur.  609. 
.    (c)  3  De  G.  &  S.  43. 
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They  relied  also  on  rules  specially  applicable  to  cohh 
panies  on  the  cost-book  principle 

Mr.  Bolt,  Q.  C,  in  reply. 

All  the  cases  cited  are  distinguishable  from  the  pre- 
sent. 

In  Clements  v.  Todd  there  was  an  express  agreement  to 
sign.  The  Plaintiflf  applied  for  shares  by  a  formal  letter  of 
application,  and  that  letter  contained  a  formal  undertaking 
to  sign  both  the  parliamentary  contract  and  the  subscribers' 
agreement.  Here  there  has  been  no  such  undertaking.  In 
that  case,  too,  there  was  acquiescence.  More  than  reason- 
able time  elapsed  before  the  Plaintiff  brought  his  action  to 
recover  his  deposit  Here  Hawkins  brought  his  action  in 
April,  1855,  as  early  as  possible  after  discovering  his  error 
and  not  twelve  months  after  he  applied  for  the  shares. 


In  YeUand's  case  it  was  notorious  that  the  company  had 
been  re-constituted  and  re-registered  twelve  months  before 
YeUand  apphed  for  shares,  and  he  clearly  had  notice  of 
those  facts.  In  that  case  also  the  allottee  had  been  actu- 
ally entered  on  the  registry  of  shareholders,  although  he 
had  not  signed  the  deed  of  settlement :  the  subsequent  and 
material  step  had  been  taken,  although  the  intermediate 
step  had  not. 

In  Lord  Mansfield's  case  the  allottee  was  registered  as  a 
shareholder ;  and  registering  under  the  Joint  Stock  Com- 
pany's Registration  Acts  is  tantamount  to  signing  rules  like 
the  present  Again,  in  that  case  there  had  not  been  any  at- 
tempt to  reduce  the  shares.  It  was  simply  that  the  company 
had  never  been  completed  up  to  the  full  amoxmt  of 
shares. 
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Vice-Chancellou  Sir  W.  Page  Wood: — 

It  appears  to  me  that  this  case  is  concluded  by  the 
authorities  which  have  been  cited:  and,  if  I  may  venture  to 
say  so,  those  authorities  are  founded  upon  principle. 

I  will  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  discussion,  that 
Mr.  Hawkind  applied  for  the  shares,  which  have  been  al- 
lotted to  him,  simply  upon  the  faith  of  what  appeared  in 
the  prospectus,  and  without  notice  of  any  rule  not  appear- 
ing, or  mentioned,  in  the  prospectus. 

Now,  assuming  this  to  have  been  the  case,  I  cannot  but 
observe  in  limine,  that  in  the  rule  of  which  Mr.  Hawkins 
complains,  as  having  altered  the  very  nature  of  the  company, 
by  reducing  the  amount  of  capital  of  the  imdertaking, 
there  is  nothing  inconsistent  with  the  prospectus.  The 
rule  in  question  does  not  provide  that  the  capital  of  the 
undertaking  shall  be  limited  to  10,000^.  All  it  provides  is, 
that,  "as  soon  as  10,000  parts  or  shares  shall  have  been 
subscribed,  the  adventurers  shall  be  and  continue  associated 
for  the  purposes  of  the  adventure,"  and  in  effect,  the  direc- 
tors shall  be  at  liberty  to  commence  business.  That  is  not 
inconsistent  with  the  prospectus.  There  is  nothing  in  the 
prospectus  to  prevent  the  directors  from  commencing 
business  before  the  whole  30,000  should  have  been  sub- 
scribed. There  is  nothing  in  the  rule  in  question  to  pre- 
vent the  directors  from  going  on  allotting  shares  to  the  full 
number  of  30,000.  That  rule  does  not  say  that  the  whole 
30,000  shall  not  be  subscribed.  It  only  enables  them  to 
begin  business  as  soon  as  10,000  shall  have  been  subscribed. 
And  in  this  there  does  not  seem  to  me  to  be  anything 
inconsistent  with  the  prospectus. 

The  prospectus,  however,  being  issued,  in  September, 
1853,  the  rules  are  passed.  By  the  1st  rule,  the  adventure 
is  still  to  be  divided  into  30,000  parts,  upon  each  of  which 
11  is  to  be  paid.     By  the  2nd  rule,  the  subscribers  on 
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signing  the  rules  are  to  be  entitled  to  certificates.  By  the 
4th  rule,  on  which  I  have  already  commented,  as  soon  as 
one-third  of  the  30,000  shares  shall  have  been  subscribed 
the  adventurers  are  to  be  and  continue  associated  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  adventure,  and  the  directors  are  to  have  "  fuU 
power  to  do  all  acts  or  things  authorised  by  the  rules  and 
r^ulations,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  30,000  parts  were 
actually  subscribed  for,'' — in  other  words,  the  company  is 
then  to  be  treated  as  constituted.  And  the  37th  rule  pro- 
vides, "  that  no  person  shall  be  recognised  as  an  adventurer 
in  the  company  or  entitled  to  any  benefit  therefrom,  until 
he  or  she  shall  have  signed  the  rules  of  the  company  and  be 
duly  registered  in  the  cost-book  of  the  company  as  an  adven- 
turer.'' That  is,  he  will  not  be  dealt  with  by  the  adventurers 
of  the  company  as  a  co-adventurer  having  the  rights  of  an 
adventurer  in  the  company ;  he  will  get  no  dividend. 


After  the  rules  are  passed,  Hawkins  applies  for  550 
shares,  and  gets  certificates  in  this  form.  [His  Honour 
read  the  form  of  the  heading  of  the  certificates  as  set  out 
above.]  He  is  again  told  by  the  certificates  that  the  capital 
is  to  be  30,000i. ;  but  he  is  also  told  that  the  shares  are  "  to 
be  held  subject  to  the  rules  of  the  company."  That  included 
rules  then  already  made,  as  well  as  rules  thereafter  to  be 
made,  and  cast  upon  him  the  onus  of  ascertaining  whether 
any  rules  had  then  already  been  made.  If  any  had  so  been 
made,  I  think  the  words  of  the  certificates  were  clearly  suf- 
ficient to  give  him  notice  of  them.  It  then  became  his  busi- 
ness to  ascertain  what  the  rules  were.  Had  he  done  this, 
and,  considering  the  rules  to  be  such  as  he  would  not  con- 
sent to  be  bound  by,  returned  his  certificates,  he  would  have 
been  allowed  perhaps  a  reasonable  locus  poenitentise.  But, 
instead  of  taking  that  course,  he  allows  a  year  to  elapse  be- 
fore bringing  his  action,  and  never  returns  his  certificates. 
Under  these  circumstances,  I  am  of  opinion,  that,  what- 
ever the  rules  might  be,  Mr.  Hawkins  must  be  taken  to 
have  acquiesced  in,  and  to  be  bound  by  them. 
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Then  as  to  the  ciraimstance  of  Mr.  Hawkins  not  hav- 
ing signed  the  rules  as  mentioned  in  the  37th  rule,  assum- 
ing (what  ought,  however,  to  have  been  proved,  and  must 
still  be  proved  in  Chambers)  that  the  1 0,000  shares  have 
"been  subscribed  and  the  company  constituted,  it  appears  to 
me  that  this  case  falls  within  YeUand's  case  and  Lord 
Mansfield's  case.  As  in  Yelland's  case,  the  party  "has 
agreed  to  take  shares,  and  has  accepted  them."  He  has, 
therefore,  "  authorised  the  company  to  register  his  name  " 
in  the  cost-book  "  without  his  signing  the  rules  "  (a).  As 
in  Lord  Mansfield's  case,  there  is  "  an  agreement  that  on 
paying  his  money  he  is  to  receive  certain  certiP.cates,  en- 
titling him  to  a  share  in  the  profits  to  be  realised  by  the 
company — a  stipulation  that  he  is  to  receive  all  benefits 
arising  from  the  possession  of  that  scrip."  Here,  there- 
fore, as  in  that  case,  "  the  party  having  paid  the  deposit 
money,  the  contract  was  complete  "  (6).  And  the  Joint 
Stock  Companies  Winding-up  Act  has  said,  that  all  mem- 
bers who  so  accept  shares  are  liable  to  contribute  (c). 
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I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion,  that  Mr.  Hawkins  has  pro- 
perly been  placed  upon  the  list  of  contributories. 

I  decide  this  question  without  taking  notice  of  any  rule 
peculiar  to  companies  formed  upon  the  cost-book  principle 
Such  rules  may  be  well-known  in  the  Stannary  Court  of 
Cornwall,  but  not  here ;  and  (d)  where  it  is  intended  to 
place  reliance  upon  rules  peculiar  to  that  system,  such 
rules  must  be  proved. 


(a)  TerSirJamesParkeryY.C., 
in  Ex  parte  Yelland,  5  De  G.  &  S. 
399. 

(6)  Per  Lord  Cottenham,  C,  2 


M'N.&.G.  66. 

(c)  Id. 

(d)  See  In  Re  Fenn,  4  De  G., 
M*N.,  &  G.  296. 
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I>^'  14^^  TIPPING  u  ECKEESLEY. 

/fyim<jrto»—  JDY  an  indenture,  dated  August,  1853,  the  Defendants 
Breaeh  of--  demised  to  the  Plaintiff  for  a  term  of  twenty-one  years,  a 
^^^^^^^  plot  of  land  in  Poolstock,  in  Wigan,  one  half  of  so  much  of 
Water,  a  brook  called  Poolstoch  Brook  as  adjoined  the  plot  of  land, 
Where  the  a  cotton  mill  and  reservoir  standing  upon  the  plot  of  land, 
ofTc^tnS  and  a  steam  engme  of  100  horses  power  then  erected  upon 
18  clear,  and  fl^e  premises;  together  also  with  the  free  use  and  enjoy- 
dear,  it  is  not  ment  diuing  the  term  of  a  certain  weir  or  dam  then  re- 
di^iage;  but  cently  made  on  the  brook,  for  the  purpose  of  holding  up  the 
^^^^^^  water  of  the  brook  from  the  point  where  the  weir  was  then 

the  breach  of 

covenant 

affords  sufficient  ground  for  the  Court  to  interfere  by  inunction. 

And,  iemhle,  the  Court  may  so  interfere,  whether  the  breach  has  or  has  not  been  actually 
committed,  provided  the  Defendant  claims  and  insists  on  a  right  to  do  the  act  which  would 
constitute  such  breach. 

Defendants  demised  to  Plaintiff  a  plot  of  land,  one-half  of  an  adjoining  brook,  a  cotton 
mill,  reservoir,  and  steam-engine  of  lOO-horse  power  on  the  plot  of  land,  and  the  use  of  a 
weir  below  the  mill,  for  the  purpose  of  holding  up  the  water  of  the  brook  from  the  weir 
to  tiie  level  of  the  bed  of  the  brook  at  a  bridge  above  the  mill,  ''and  the  free  use  and 
enjoyment  of  so  much  of  the  stream  of  water  which  usually  flowed  down  the  brook  ad- 
joining the  plot  of  land  as  should  be  necessary  for  effectually  supplying  with  water  and 
working  the  said  steam-engine,  or  any  other  steam-engine  of  like  power  and  capacity;"  and 
covenanted  not  to  construct  any  other  weir  or  dam  between  the  weir  and  bridge,  and  for 
qtdet  enjoyment  of  the  demised  premises  according  to  the  tenor  of  the  demise.  Shortly 
afterwards  the  Defendants  erected,  a  little  below  the  bridge  but  above  the  pLiintiff's  mill, 
a  new  cotton  mill  and  sieam-en^e,  with  a  reservoir,  whidi  drew  off  water  from  the  brook 
between  the  Plaintiff's  reservoir  and  the  bridge,  and  they  discharged  the  heated  water 
which  they  had  used  for  their  new  mill  into  the  brook,  whereby  on  one  occasion  they  raised 
the  temperature  of  the  water,  which  the  Plaintiff  had  to  use  for  condensing  his  engine,  from 
57®  to  68°.  All  the  engineering  witnesses  agreed  that  every  additional  degree  of  heat  above 
41®  renders  water  less  fit  for  condensing  purposes.  It  was  also  deposed  that  on  another 
occasion,  in  consequence  of  the  increased  temperature,  the  Plaintiff's  engine  worked  **  near- 
ly half  a  stroke  per  minute  less  "  than  the  usual  rate  of  twenty-eight  strokes  per  minute. 

Upon  motion  for  a  decree,  the  Court  granted  a  perpetual  injunction,  restraining  the  De- 
fendants from  discharging  heated  water,  so  as  to  increase  the  temperature  of  the  water 
which  the  Plaintiff  used  for  condensing;  being  of  opinion  that  the  evidence,  exclusive 
of  that  as  to  the  actual  diminution  in  the  working  of  the  engine,  shewed  a  material  inter- 
ference with  the  quality  of  the  water  to  which  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  under  the  de- 
mise; and  that  the  question  whether  such  interference  was  such  as  to  give  him  a  right 
to  damages  was  one  which  he  was  not  obliged  to  try. 

But  so  much  of  the  motion  as  sought  to  restrain  the  Defendants  from  diverting  the  water  for 
their  new  mill,  was  directed  to  stand  over,  upon  terms  of  the  Plaintiff  bringing  an  action; 
the  Plaintiff  having  failed  to  shew  that  he  had  ever  yet  been  deprived  by  the  Defendants 
of  tho  quantity  of  water  necessary  for  effectually  supplying  and  working  his  engine,  al- 
though it  appeared  from  the  evidence  that  he  had  great  reason  to  fear  that  he  would  be  so 
deprived. 
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erected  to  the  level  of  the  bed  of  the  brook  at  PooUtack 
Bridge,  situate  above  the  cotton  mill,  and  the  free  use  and 
^oyment  of  so  much  of  the  stream  of  water  which  usually 
flowed  down  the  brook  adjoining  the  plot  of  land  as  should 
be  necessary  for  effectually  supplying  with  water  and  work- 
ing the  said  steam  engine,  or  any  other  steam  engine  or 
steam  engines  to  be  thereafter  during  the  term  erected  upon 
the  premises  of  the  like  power  and  capacity.  And  the  De- 
fendants covenanted  with  the  Plaintiff  to  pay  half  the  ex- 
penses of  maintaining  and  repairing  the  weir;  and  that  \he 
Defendants,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  would  not  construct  or 
permit  any  other  weir  or  dam  upon  or  across  the  brook,  be- 
tween the  said  weir  and  Poolstoch  Bridge.  The  indenture 
also  contained  an  absolute  covenant  by  the  Defendants^  in 
the  usual  form,  for  quiet  enjoyment  by  the  Plaintiff  of  all 
the  demised  premises  according  to  the  tenor  of  the  demisa 


ECKBBSLKT. 

SUUmML 


In  April,  1854,  the  Defendants  erected,  a  little  below  the 
bridge,  but  above  the  Plaintiff's  mill,  a  new  cotton  mill, 
with  a  steam  engine  and  machinery;  and  near  the  new 
mill,  and  communicating  with  the  brook  at  a  point  above 
the  Plaintiff's  point  of  commimication,  they  constructed  a 
new  reservoir  of  the  superficial  area  of  750  square  yards,  the 
bottom  of  which  was  about  twenty-four  inches  lower  than 
the  level  of  the  bed  of  the  brook.  Shortly  after  the  new 
mill  commenced  working,  the  Defendants,  to  increase  the 
quantity  of  water  above  the  weir,  placed  upon  the  weir  a 
cap,  which  raised  it  about  nine  inches  above  its  original 
height.  A  dispute  then  arose  as  to  the  Defendant's  right 
to  place  the  cap  upon  the  weir ;  the  cap  was  removed  by  the 
Plaintiff;  and,  on  the  day  after  its  removal,  the  Defendants, 
who  had  previously  endeavoured  without  success  to  supply 
the  Plaintiff  with  additional  water  from  another  source, 
commenced  discharging  the  heated  water,  which  they  had 
used  for  their  new  mill,  into  the  brook,  at  a  point  a  few  feet 
below  the  new  reservoir,  but  above  the  point  at  which  the 
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Plaintiff's  reservoir  communicated  with  the  brook,  so  that 
all  such  heated  water  became  mixed  with  the  water  appli- 
cable for  the  use  of  the  Plaintiff^s  steam  engina  Previously 
to  the  removal  of  the  cap  the  Defendants  were  in  the  habit 
of  discharging  their  heated  water  into  the  brook  at  a  point 
below  the  weir. 


The  bill  prayed  that  the  Defendants  might  be  restrained 
from  discharging  or  returning  into  the  brook  at  any  point 
above  the  weir  any  heated  water,  or  water  previously  used 
for  the  purposes  of  their  new  mill,  and  from  diverting  or 
using  for  the  purposes  of  working  their  new  mill,  steam  en- 
gine, or  otherwise,  any  part  of  the  water  of  the  brook  so  as 
to  impede,  prejudice,  or  affect  the  free  use  and  enjoyment 
at  all  times  by  the  Plaintiff  in  preference  and  priority  to 
every  other  person  of  a  sujBScient  quantity  of  such  water, 
for  the  effectual  supplying  and  working  of  the  Plaintiff's 
steam  engine ;  and,  that  the  Defendants  might  also  be  re- 
strained from  permitting  the  bottom  of  the  new  reservoir 
to  remain  at  its  then  level,  or  at  any  level  lower  than  that 
of  the  bed  of  the  brook. 

It  did  not  appear  from  the  evidence  that  the  Plaintiffs 
right  to  so  much  of  the  stream,  as  was  necessary  for  ef- 
fectually supplying  with  water  and  working  the  steam 
engine,  comprised  in  the  lease,  in  the  state  in  which  it  was 
demised  to  the  Plaintiff,  had  yet  been  actually  interfered 
with, — although  there  was  great  reason  to  fear  that  such 
right  would  be  interfered  with — ^by  the  course  adopted  by 
the  Defendants. 


In  regard  to  the  heated  water,  it  appeared  by  the  evi- 
dence of  the  Defendants' witnesses,  that,  upon  one  occasion, 
at  6  o'clock  in  the  evening,  the  natural  temperature  of  the 
water  of  the  river  being  57**,  the  water  at  the  weir,  after  the 
heated  water  had  been  poured  in,  was  70®,  and  the  water  in 
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the  Plaintiflfs  jackwell  (the  receptacle  for  the  water  which 
it  was  necessary  for  him  to  use  for  the  purpose  of  condens- 
ing his  engine)  68^  shewing  that  the  Defendants  by  their 
operations  had  raised  the  water  in  the  Plaintiffs  jackwell 
11®.  With  respect  to  water  below  42**  in  temperature,  there 
was  a  slight  diflference  of  opinion  among  the  scientific  wit- 
nesses as  to  what  is  the  best  temperature  for  condensing 
purposes,  one  saying  32®,  another  4  P.  But  it  appeared  by 
the  evidence  of  the  Defendants'  witnesses,  that  every  addi- 
tional degree  of.  heat  above  41®  has  the  eflFect  of  rendering 
water  less  fit  for  condensing  purposes. 
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SttUemcnt. 


As  to  actual  damage,  one  of  the  Plaintiffs  witnesses  de- 
posed, that,  on  another  occasion,  in  consequence  of  the  in- 
creased temperature  in  the  Plaintiffs  jackwell,  the  Plain- 
tiffs engine  worked  "  nearly  half  a  stroke  per  minute  less" 
than  the  usual  rate  of  twenty-eight  strokes  per  minute. 


Mr.  RoUy  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Eddis,  now  moved  for  a  decree 
as  prayed  by  the  bill. 


Argument. 


This  being  a  case  of  contract,  the  sole  question  was,  whe- 
ther there  had  been  a  breach.  If  there  had,  it  was  imma- 
terial whether  a  Court  of  law  would  or  would  not  give  more 
than  nominal  damages.  A  case  in  which  the  Plaintiff 
would  get  merely  nominal  damages,  was  a  case  for  an  in- 
junction: Rochdale  Canal  Company  v.  King  (a).  Attorney' 
Oeneral  v.  The  Sheffield  Oaa  ConsuTners  Company  (b). 
Here  the  contract  was  in  effect,  that  the  Plaintiff  should 
have  a  prior  right  to  the  use  of  the  water  of  the  stream, 
in  preference  and  priority  to  every  other  person;  and  of 
that  prior  right  the  Defendants  had  deprived  him. 


(a)  2  Sim.  N.  S.  78. 


(b)  3DeG.,M'N.,&a304. 
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Mr.  James,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Cairns,  for  the  Defendants. 

The  bill  should  be  dismissed,  or,  at  all  events,  the  Court 
will  put  the  Plaintiff  upon  terms  of  bringing  an  action. 

The  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  what  the  lease  gives  him,  and 
to  nothing  more.  All  the  lease  gives  him,  in  respect  of 
quantity,  is  the  use  of  so  much  of  the  stream  as  is  necessary 
for  his  steam-engina  To  that  he  has  a  prior  right.  To 
more  than  that  it  is  idle  to  say  he  has  a  prior  or  any  right^ 
The  Defendant  might  put  100  mills  above  the  Plaintiff's 
mill,  and  might  so  work  those  mills  as  to  give  rise  every 
n^ht  to  serious  apprehension,  that  on  the  following  morn- 
ing the  Plaintiff  would  not  have  water  sufficient  for  his 
engine ;  but  until  the  Plaintiff  is  deprived  of  water  sufficient 
for  his  engine,  the  contract  is  not  broken,  and  the  Court 
cannot  interfere.  Thus  interpreted,  the  contract  has  not 
been  broken. 

Then,  as  to  the  quality  of  the  water,  all  the  lease  gave 
the  Plaintiff  was  such  use  of  the  stream  which  usually 
flowed  as  was  necessary  for  his  steam-engine.  All  the  De- 
fendants contracted  was  not  to  prevent  his  effectually  work- 
ing his  engine.  Of  such  a  contract  (unlike  a  contract  not 
to  exercise  a  trade)  to  shew  breach,  the  Plaintiff  must  shew 
damage. 

The  Vice-Chancellob. — Suppose  these  were  dyeing 
mills,  and  some  (whether  a  prejudicial  amotmt  or  not)  of 
the  dyeing  material  reached  the  Plaintiffs  mill,  would  it  be 
necessary  for  him,  under  a  demise  like  the  present,  to  shew 
actual  damage  ?  Would  it  not  be  sufficient  if  he  deposed 
that  he  believed  it  would  prove  prejudicial  ?  The  Defend- 
ants have  demised  the  ifree  use  and  enjoyment,  not  merely 
of  so  much  water,  but  of  so  much  "  of  the  stream  of  water 
which  usually  flows  down  the  brooL"  Does  not  that  mean 
the  water  in  its  natural  state  ? 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


269 


Mr.  Cairns. — ^That,  at  the  highest,  does  but  place  the 
Plaintiff  in  the  position  of  an  ordinary  riparian  proprietor, 
every  riparian  proprietor  having  a  right  to  the  free  use  and 
enjoyment  of  the  stream  in  its  natural  state.  In  the  case 
put  by  the  Court,  the  owner  of  the  lower  dyeing  mill  would 
have  to  shew  actual  damage — ^not  possibly  in  a  gross  in- 
stance, e.  g.,  where  large  quantities  of  rank  poison  were 
mixed  with  a  small  stream  just  above  his  mill,  but  at  least 
where,  as  here,  it  is  a  question  of  extreme  nicety,  and  wit- 
nesses of  tlie  highest  scientific  character  differ  as  to  the 
effects  produced.  In  such  a  case  damage  ought  to  be 
proved,  and  that  by  proof  of  what  effects  were  produced 
inside  the  mill  Here  the  Plaintiff  has  adduced  no  evi- 
dence except  as  to  what  effects  would  follow,  if  water  were 
used  of  a  temperature  to  which  this  stream,  at  the  point 
where  it  reaches  the  Plaintiff,  has  never  been  and  will 
never  be  heated :  and  as  to  what  is  the  best  temperature, 
there  is  a  conflict  of  testimony. 


1865. 


Argtmeni. 


Mr.  Eddie  in  reply. 

In  regard  to  the  question  of  quantity,  the  covenants,  first 
to  keep  up  the  weir  below  the  Plaintiff's  mill,  and  secondly, 
never  to  erect  any  other  weir  or  dam  above  that  mill, 
amount,  in  effect,  to  a  covenant  that  there  shall  always  be  a 
certain  pool  or  storage,  of  which  nothing  shall  ever  interfere 
with  the  Plaintiff's  prior  right  of  user,  and  that  right  has 
been  as  effectudly  violated  by  the  new  mill  as  it  would 
have  been  by  a  second  weir  or  dam. 

As  to  the  question  of  heated  water,  if  the  Plaintiff  has 
omitted  to  prove  that  the  temperature  of  the  water  in  his 
jackwell  has  been  increased  by  reason  of  the  course  adop1>- 
ed  by  the  Defendants,  the  Defendantfi  have  supplied  that 
omission.  And  the  Plaintiff's  witnesses  have  deposed  to 
actual  damage  inside  the  mill,  in  consequence  of  the  in- 
creased temperature. 
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1855. 


Judgment. 


Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood: — 

There  are  two  distinct  branches  to  this  case.  The  inden- 
ture of  demise  containing  a  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment 
according  to  the  tenor  of  the  demise,  the  first  question  is, 
what  is  the  effect  of  that  instrument  with  reference  to  the 
quantity  of  water  to  be  supplied  by  the  Defendants  to  the 
Plaintiff?  The  second  question  is,  whether,  imder  the  terms 
of  the  instrument,  the  Defendants  were  at  liberty  to  inter- 
fere in  any  way  whatever  with  the  quality  of  the  water  to 
be  so  supplied  ? 

Upon  either  branch  of  the  case,  if  the  construction  of  the 
instrument  be  clear  and  the  breach  clear,  then  it  is  not  a 
question  of  damage,  but  the  mere  circumstance  of  the 
breach  of  covenant  affords  sufficient  ground  for  the  Court 
to  interfere  by  injunction.  And  I  apprehend  the  Court 
may  so  interfere  whether  the  Defendant  has  or  has  not 
actually  committed  the  breach,  in  respect  of  which  the  in- 
terference of  the  Court  is  sought  For,  in  a  case  of  con- 
tract, it  is  enough  if  the  Defendant  claims  and  insists  on  a 
right  to  do  the  act,  although  he  has  not  already  done  it, 
modo  et  forma,  as  alleged.  In  such  a  case  I  should  have 
no  difficulty  in  granting  an  injimction. 

With  regard  to  the  first  branch,  the  quantity  of  the  sup- 
ply, I  do  not  think  it  by  any  means  clear  that  the  construc- 
tion for  which  the  Plaintiff  contends  is  the  right  construc- 
tion of  the  demise,  or  that  the  Plaintiff  has  a  right,  under 
that  instrument,  to  what  he  calls  the  prior  use  of  the 
water.  What  he  has  a  clear  right  to  is,  the  free  use  and 
enjoyment  of  so  much  of  the  stream  as  is  necessary  for 
effectually  supplying  with  water  and  working  the  steam 
engine  mentioned  in  the  demise.  But  if  he  gets  this,  he 
has  no  cause  to  complain. 


It  was  argued  in  the  reply,  that,  there  being  a  demise  of 
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half  the  brook,  and  a  covenant  on  the  part  of  the  Defend- 
ants to  keep  up  one  weir,  and  not  to  erect  any  other  weir 
on  the  brook,  there  is,  in  effect,  a  covenant  b)^  way  of  im- 
plication, that  the  usual  flow  of  the  river  shall  not  be  inter- 
fered with,  but  there  shall  always  be  a  certain  pool  or 
storage,  of  which  there  shall  never  be  anything  to  interfere 
with  the  Plaintiff's  prior  right  of  user;  and  that  the  De- 
fendants, by  drawing  off  water  above  the  Plaintiff's  mill, 
interfered  as  effectually  with  his  rights  under  the  lease,  as 
they  would  have  done  by  erecting  a  second  weir.  The 
usual  flow  of  so  much  of  the  river  as  is  necessary  for  the 
Plaintiff's  use,  I  admit,  is  not  to  be  interfered  with ;  and, 
inasmuch  as  the  erection  of  a  second  weir,  in  the  manner 
supposed,  might  produce  such  an  interference,  the  Defend- 
ants would,  evien  in  the  absence  of  the  negative  covenant, 
have  been  precluded  from  erecting  it.  But  that  negative 
covenant,  at  the  utmost,  amounts  only  to  this,  that  the  De- 
fendants will  not  put  up  anything  which  shall  intercept 
the  usual  flow  of  so  much  of  the  stream  as  is  necessary  for 
the  Plaintiff's  steam  engine.  It  is  far  from  being  a  cove- 
nant not  to  draw  off  what  may  not  be  necessary  for  that 
purpose.  And  all  that  the  Defendants  contend  under  this 
branch  of  the  case  is,  that,  if  they  allow  so  much  of  the  stream 
according  to  its  usual  flow  to  reach  the  Plaintiff  as  will 
give  him  all  they  covenanted  to  give  him,  they  are  at  Uber- 
ty  under  the  demise  to  draw  off  what  is  wanted  for  their 
own  purposes. 


1855. 


Judgment. 


Without  determining  the  question  of  construction  upon 
this  branch  of  the  case,  it  is  sufficient  that  I  think  it  far 
from  clear  that  the  Plaintiffs  construction  is  the  correct 
one.  I  do  not  even  entertain  such  a  doubt  in  favour  of  the 
Plaintiffs  construction  as  might  lead  me  to  desire  to  call  in 
the  assistance  of  a  common  law  Judga  On  this  branch  of 
tlie  case  the  Plaintiff  must  rest  on  what  I  conceive  will 
ultimately  prove  to  be  the  true  construction  of  the  instru- 
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ment,  viz.  that  he  is  entitled  to  so  much  of  the  stream  as 
will  effectually  work  his  engine,  and  to  no  more. 

[His  Honour  then,  after  examining  the  evidence  upon  the 
first  branch  of  the  case,  stated  as  his  conclusion,  that, 
although  the  Plaintiff  had  reason,  and  he  thought  great 
reason,  to  fear  that  his  right  to  so  much  of  the  stream  as 
would  effectually  work  his  engine,  would  be  interfered  with 
by  reason  of  the  course  adopted  by  the  Defendants,  still  it 
was  not  shewn  that  such  right  had  ever  yet  been  actually 
interfered  with.  On  that  part  of  the  case,  therefore,  he  was 
satisfied  he  ought  to  do  nothing  before  the  action  was  tried.] 

The  second  branch  of  the  case  is  of  a  different  complexion. 
The  day  after  the  cap  was  removed,  the  Defendants,  who 
had  previously  attempted  in  vain  to  get  a  supply  of  water 
firom  another  quarter, — shewing  a  feeling  on  their  part  that 
it  was  somewhat  of  a  measuring  cast  what  quantity  of  ^ater 
would  be  stored  up  in  dry  seasons — finding  that  difficulties 
would  be  raised  as  to  their  right  to  replace  the  cap  on  the 
weir,  adopted  a  course  which  up  to  that  time  they  had  not 
taken,  and  which  firom  their  own  proceedings  it  is  evident 
they  had  not  thought  it  right,  morally  speaking,  to  take : — 
To  meet  a  possible  deficiency  in  the  supply,  they  discharged 
into  the  river  above  the  weir,  but  below  their  own  reservoir, 
the  heated  water  which  they  had  used  for  their  own  mill. 
And  the  question  is,  whether,  according  to  the  true  con- 
struction of  the  demise,  the  Defendants  had  a  right  thus 
to  deal  with  the  water  of  the  river. 


The  demise  was  of  (inter  alia)  "  the  free  use  and  enjoy- 
ment of  so  much  of  the  stream  of  water  which  usually 
flowed  down  the  brook  adjoining  the  land  thereby  demised, 
as  should  be  necessary  for  effectually  supplying  with  water 
and  working  the  said  steam  engine."  The  quantity  demised 
is  defined  by  the  words  *'  so  much  as  should  be  necessary 
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for  effectually  supplying  with  water  and  working  the  said 
steam  engina'^  But  the  words  *'the  stream  of  water 
which  usually  flovjed  down  the  brooks''  define  a  specific 
thing,  and  the  demise  is  a  demise  of  the  free  use  and  enjoy* 
ment  of  so  much  of  that  specific  thing— of  that  identical 
stream  which  usually  flowed  down  the  brook.  The  Defend- 
ants are  the  owners  of  the  whole  of  the  stream  of  water  in 
its  natural  state.  They  demise  the  free  use  and  enjoyment 
of  so  much  of  that  stream  in  its  natural  state  as  it  usually 
flowed,  to  the  Plaintiff".  Have  they  a  right  afterwards  to 
interfere  with  that  natural  state  ? 
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Judgment. 


It  was  argued  for  the  Defendants  that  the  words  in 
question,  giving  them  their  fullest  effect,  do  but  place  the 
Plaintiff'  in  the  position  of  an  ordinary  riparian  proprietor, 
every  riparian  proprietor  having  a  right  to  the  free  use  and 
enjoyment  of  so  much  as  he  requires  of  the  stream  in  its 
natural  state.  But  in  a  case  like  the  present,  where  a  party, 
being  the  sole  owner  of  the  stream,  says,  '  I  give  you  so 
much  of  this  actual  stream  as  it  is  now  flowing  down,'  I 
cannot  agree  that  the  rights  of  the  donee  as  against  the 
donor  are  to  be  restricted  to  those  of  a  common  riparian 
proprietor. 


It  was  admitted — and  it  could  scarcely  be  otherwise — 
that  had  the  deed  contained  a  covenant  on  the  part  of  the 
Defendants  not  to  pour  hot  water  into  the  brook,  the  ques- 
tion of  the  degree  of  heat  would  have  been  immaterial,  the 
question  of  damages  would  have  been  one  not  necessary  to 
be  tried,  and  the  Court  would  restrain  at  once.  The  ques- 
tion is,  whether  this  covenant  is  not  identical ; — whether,  if 
I  demise  a  given  portion  of  a  given  thing,  and  covenant  for 
the  free  use  and  enjoyment  of  it,  in  the  state  in  which  it 
exists  at  the  time  of  the  demise,  I  do  not  covenant,  in  effect, 
that  I  will  not  interfere  or  intermeddle  in  any  way  with  the 
state  of  that  thing  as  then  existing.  To  recur  to  the  case  I  put 
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during  the  argmnent,  trying  perhaps  idem  per  idem : — sup- 
pose these  were  dyeing  mills,  would  the  Defendants,  imder 
this  instrument,  have  a  right  to  deal  with  the  stream  in 
any  manner  which  could  possibly  interfere  with  or  alter  it 
from  the  state  in  which  it  existed  at  the  date  of  the  instru- 
ment? The  question  is  not  a  mere  question  of  damage, 
but  whether  an  act  is  done  which  is  in  any  way  contrary 
to  or  at  all  affects  the  Plaintiffs  right. 


It  was  argued,  that  this  view  might  be  reduced  to  a  pal- 
pable absurdity;  that  if  the  Defendants  had  poured  but  a 
kettleful  of  hot  water  into  the  brook  above  the  Plaintiffs 
mill,  the  Court  must  interfere.  But  in  this  case,  I  find 
upon  the  evidence  of  the  Defendants  themselves — and  cer- 
tainly it  is  singular  that  it  should  come  from  their  affidavit, 
and  not  from  the  affidavits  of  the  Plaintiff's  witnesses — ^that 
there  was  one  instance  when,  at  six  o'clock  at  night,  the 
natural  temperature  of  the  water  being  57^  the  water  at 
the  weir,  after  the  heated  water  had  been  poured  in,  was 
70**,  and  the  water  in  the  Plaintifif's  jackwell,  which  the 
Plaintiff  was  to  use  for  the  purpose  of  condensing,  68**. 
This,  as  it  seems  to  me,  is  a  material  interference  with  the 
quality  of  the  water;  and  the  question  whether  that  inter- 
ference is  such  as  to  give  the  Plaintiff  a  right  to  damages, 
is  precisely  a  question  that  the  Plaintiff  is  not  obliged  to 
try.  His  right  under  the  demise  is  the  free  use  and  enjoy- 
ment of  the  natural  stream.  The  Defendants,  by  operations 
of  their  own,  have  taken  that  stream  out  of  the  course  of 
nature,  have  heated  it  to  this  degree  of  heat,  and  given  him, 
for  the  condensing  purposes  of  his  engine,  water  1 1°  higher 
in  temperature  than  the  water  which,  according  to  the  de- 
mise, he  should  receive. 


On  that  part  of  the  case  I  do  not  think  it  right  that  the 
Plaintiff  should  be  put  to  the  expense  of  trying,  by  engi- 
neering evidence,  how  far  an  increase  of  1 1**  in  temperature 
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would  injure  him,  when  I  am  quite  satisfied  by  the  engi- 
neering evidence  of  the  Defendants'  own  witnesses. — [His 
Honour  investigated  the  evidence  of  the  engineering  wit- 
nesses.] Every  witness  admits  that,  whether  you  can  mear 
sure  the  precise  degree  of  damage  likely  to  be  done  or  not, 
it  is  better  for  the  Plaintiff's  purposes  to  have  water  at  a 
lower  degree  of  temperature.  One  says,  the  best  tempera- 
ture would  be  41** — another  32**.  But  above  41**,  I  am  at 
liberty  to  take  it  on  the  Defendants'  own  evidence,  that 
every  additional  degree  of  heat  renders  the  water  somewhat 
less  fit  for  condensing  purposes;  and  when  it  is  said  that  no 
positive  injury  is  proved  (although,  in  fact,  one  witness  has 
spoken  to  the  point  as  to  the  increased  temperature  of  the 
water  in  the  Plain tiflf's  jackwell  having  produced  some  in- 
jury), it  seems  to  me  that  the  injury,  however  trifling,  is 
that  to  which  the  Plaintifif,  under  this  demise,  is  not  bound 
to  submit,  his  rights  under  that  demise  being  to  have  so  much 
of  the  stream  as  is  wanted  for  his  works  in  its  natural  state. 
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The  result  is,  that  I  shall  grant  a  perpetual  injunction, 
restraining  the  Defendants  from  discharging  or  returning, 
or  causing  or  permitting  to  be  discharged  or  returned, 
into  the  brook  at  any  point  above  the  weir,  any  heated 
water,  so  as  to  cause  an  increase  in  the  temperature  of  the 
water  in  the  Plaintifif  s  jackwell.  That  is  the  only  injunc- 
tion I  can  give  at  the  present  hearipg.  As  to  the  rest  of  the 
motion,  I  shall  direct  it  to  stand  over;  the  Plaintifif  to  pro- 
ceed to  bring  such  action  as  he  may  be  advised  in  respect 
of  the  matters  complained  of  in  the  bill,  other  than  the  dis- 
charge of  such  heated  water,  at  the  next  assizes. 

In  regard  to  costs,  as  a  considerable  portion  of  this  case 
has  been  occupied  with  the  question  of  quantity,  I  should 
grant  the  injunction  without  costs,  if  the  Plaintifif  does  not 
bring  the  action.  If  he  does  bring  the  action,  the  rest  of 
the  motion  will  stand  over,  and  the  question  of  costs  also. 
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OroMSuit- 
Time  to  oh' 

and  sufficient 
Answer" — Ex- 
ceptions, 

Wher©  the 
Plaintifirinthe 
original  suit 
had  obtained 
the  usual  or- 
der, giving 
him  time  to 
answer  a  cross 
bill,  after  the 
Plaintiff  in  the 
cross  suit 
should  have 
put  in  a  "  full 
and  sufficient 
answer  "  to 
the  original 
hm  :—Mdd, 
that,  for  the 
purpose  of 
computing 
the  time  so 
given,  the  an- 
swer must  be 
considered  suf- 
ficient from 
the  time  of  its 
being  put  in, 
unless  proved 
insufficient 
upon  excep- 
tions. 


LAFONE  V.  THE  FALKLAND  ISLANDS  COM- 
PANY AND  OTHERS. 
THE  FALKLAND  ISLANDS  COMPANY  v.  LAFONK 


JL  HESE  were  an  original  and  cross  cause. 

The  bill  in  the  original  cause  was  filed  on  the  28th  of 
April,  1855,  and  the  cross  bill  was  filed  on  the  1st  of  May 
following.  The  Defendants  in  the  original  suit  were  the 
company  and  some  of  their  oflScers,  who  were  made  De- 
fendants for  the  purpose  of  discovery.  All  these  Defendants 
appeared  by  the  same  solicitor,  before  the  23rd  of  May, 
1855,  on  which  day  the  Plaintiflfs  in  the  original  suit  ob- 
tained and  served  the  usual  order  for  time  to  answer  the 
cross  bill  after  the  Defendant  company  should  have  put  in 
a  "  fuU  and  suflBcient  answer"  in  the  original  suit.  All  the 
Defendants  to  the  original  suit,  except  one,  put  in  their  an- 
swers on  the  14th  of  December,  1855.  The  other  Defend- 
ant changed  his  solicitor,  and  had  not  yet  answered.  On  the 
9th  of  January,  1856,  the  company  obtained  a  writ  of  attach- 
ment against  Lafone  for  want  of  an  answer  in  the  cross-suit. 

This  was  a  motion,  dated  January  10,  1856,  to  discharge 
the  attachment  for  irregularity,  or  to  suspend  it,  until 
Lafoiie  should  have  made  default  in  answering  the  cross 
bill  within  six  weeks  after  all  the  Defendants  shoidd  have 
filed  sufficient  answers  to  the  bill  in  the  original  suit,  or  un- 
til default  should  be  made  by  Lafone  in  answering  the 
cross  bill  within  eight  weeks  firom  the  date*of  the  notice  of 
motion ;  and  that  Lafone  might  have  six  months  further 
time  to  answer  the  cross  bill. 


Argument .         Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Oiffard,  for  the  motion. 

The  time  limited  by  the  order  for  Lafone  to  answer  will 
not  begin  to  run  until  the  expiration  of  the  period  within 
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which  exceptions  may  be  taken  to  the  Company's  answer — 
that  is,  until  the  expiration  of  six  weeks  from  the  1 4th  of 
December.  Therefore,  the  attachment  was  irregular.  If  not 
originally  irregular,  it  would  be  within  our  power  to  make  it  so 
at  any  time  within  the  six  weeks  by  filing  exceptions.  The  prac- 
tice in  injunction  causes  was  different,  but  then  in  those  causes 
the  injunction  was  until  answer  or  further  order,  and  nothing 
was  done  except  in  the  presence  of  the  parties  upon  motion. 

Mr.  Mm^ayy  from  the  Record  and  Writ  Clerks'  office, 
handed  up  to  the  Vice-Chancellor  a  brief  in  a  cause  before 
the  Lords  Justices,  of  Sibbald  v.  Lowrie  (a). 

Mr.  WiUcock,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Bates  contri,  were  not 
heard. 


1866. 
Lafons 

V. 

Falklakd 

ISULNDS  Co. 

Argument, 


Vice-Chancellor  SirW.  Page  Wood: — 

I  think  the  true  meaning  of  the  words  "  full  and  suffi- 
cient answer"  in  this  order  is,  that  the  answer  must  be 
such  as  this  Court  always  deems  sufficient — namely,  an  an- 
swer to  which  no  exceptions  have  been  taken.  That  is  the 
construction  in  injimction  causes,  and  I  think  in  every  case. 
For  instance :  a  Defendant,  having  been  attached  for  want  of 
an  answer,  is  discharged  on  putting  in  his  answer,  though 


Judgment, 


(a)  Lords  Justices,  March  8th, 
1853.  In  that  case  the  Clerk  of 
Kecords  and  Writs  had  refused  to 
file  interrogatories  on  behalf  of 
a  Defendant,  for  the  examina- 
tion of  the  Plaintiff  under  15  & 
16  Vict.  c.  86,  s.  19,  on  the  ground 
that  six  weeks  had  not  elapsed 
since  the  filing  of  the  Defend- 
ant's answer ;  and,  by  the  terms 
of  that  section,  such  interroga- 
tories cannot  be  filed  "until 
after  a  sufficient  answer  is  filed.** 

Mr.  FolleU,  Q.  C,  applied  to 
the  Lords  Justices  for  an  order 
that  the  Clerk  of  Eecords  and 
"Writs  might  file  such  interroga- 


tories, urging  that  the  section  did 
not  prevent  the  interrogatories 
being  filed  until  after  the  answer 
should  be  deemed  or  found  to  be 
sufficient;  that  every  answer  was 
sufficient  until  proved  to  be 
otherwise,  and  that  a  Defendant 
might  file  a  bill  of  discovery 
without  waiting  for  six  weeks 
after  filing  his  answer. 

The  Lords  Justices  ordered  the 
interrogatories  to  be  filed  at 
once,  subject  to  the  right  of  the 
Plaintifif  to  move  to  take  them 
off  the  file,  with  costs,  if  the  aur 
swer  should  turn  out  to  be  insuf- 
ficient. 
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Lavonb 

V. 

Falkland 
Islands  Co. 

Judgment, 
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the  Plaintiff  may  afterwards  file  exceptions  to  it,  and  may 
re-commit  the  Defendant  if  the  answer  be  found  insuffi- 
cient. This  Court  has  always  been  in  the  habit  of  holding 
that  every  answer  is  sufficient  until,  by  exceptions  being 
heard  and  allowed,  the  contrary  is  decided. 

The  case  before  the  Lords  Justices,  which  has  been  re- 
ferred to,  arose  upon  the  19th  section  of  the  15  &  16  Vict 
c.  86,  which  enables  a  Defendant,  after  he  has  put  in  a  suffi- 
cient answer,  to  file  interrogatories  for  the  ex-imination  of 
the  Plaintiff,  and  to  give  him  a  copy  of  the  interrogatories. 
In  that  case  the  Court  directed  that  interrogatories  should 
be  filed  immediately  after  the  Defendant  had  put  in  his  an- 
swer, reserving  to  the  Plaintiff  all  his  rights,  and  leave  to 
move  to  take  them  off  the  file  with  costs  in  case  it  should 
turn  out  that  the  answer  was  insufficient,  if  exceptions 
should  be  taken,  and  the  case  should  come  before  the  Court 
and  be  heard  and  discussed.  The  result  is,  that,  in  future, 
interrogatories  may  be  filed  by  a  Defendant  as  a  matter  of 
course  on  the  answer  coming  in  ;  and  it  will  be  equally  of 
course,  if  the  answer  turns  out  insufficient,  that  there  will  be 
a  motion  to  take  the  interrogatories  off  the  file  for  irregularity. 

There  is  much  force  in  the  observation  which  has  been 
made  as  to  the  attachment  becoming  irregular  by  an  ex 
post  facto  proceeding,  but  it  is  not  conclusive.  A  party 
who  has  put  in  an  answer  in  such  a  case,  and  has  then 
issued  an  attachment,  does  this  at  the  peril,  if  his  answer  be 
afterwards  excepted  to,  of  shewing  that  it  is  sufficient.  If  it 
be  not,  an  application  may  be  made  to  set  aside  the  attach- 
ment, and  an  action  may  be  brought  against  him  for  false 
imprisonment  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  party  had  to 
wait  until  the  time  within  which  exceptions  could  be  taken 
had  expired,  there  might  be  great  hardship,  because  his  an- 
swer might  be  sufficient  on  the  day  on  which  he  put  it  in. 
The  only  mode  of  shewing  to  this  Court  that  there  is  any 
doubt  of  the  sufficiency  of  an  answer  is,  by  taking  excep- 
tions to  it,  and  referring  them. 
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CASSELL  V.  STIFF.  Jan.  24 

J  N  June,  1855,  the  PlaintifF  agreed  with  ArmaTid  le  Che-  Intematumal 

valier  and  Alexandre  PauliUy  to  purchase  from  them  their  o^r«i  Ccnm- 

copyright  in  this  country  in  ^French  weekly  illustrated  news-  tion-^^rmSi 

paper  called  "  L'  Illustration."    Le  Chevalier  and  Paulin  ^^^paper. 

published  this  newspaper  in  France,  and  on  the  title  page  The  Interna. 

of  it  they  had  caused  to  be  printed  a  notice,  reserving  their  right  Actof 

right  to  reproduce  it  in  this  country,  pursuant  to  the  provi-  ^^tion  ^th 

sions  of  the  15  &  16  Vict.  C.  12.  France  and 

Order  in  Coun- 
cil made  there- 
After  their  agreement  with  the  Plaintiff  for  the  sale  to  under,  do  not 

the  Plaintiff  of  the  copyright,  Le  Chevalier  and  Paulin,  on  Sore^of  i^orka 

the  21st  of  June,  1855,  caused  the   then  last  preceding  i^france 

^    ^  °   cUiiming  copy* 

number  of  the  periodical  "  L'  Illustration,"  to  be  registered  right  in  this 

in  the  registry  book  of  the  Company  of  Stationers  in  Lotv-  the  conditS)n« 

don,  and  deposited  a  copy  of  it  in  manner  prescribed  by  ^^^f^^v. 

the  said  Act  of  Parliament  and  the  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  12;  and  in  this  country. 

The  Order 
on  the  same  21st  day  of  June,  1855,  the  said  Armand  le  in  Council  of 

Chevalier  and  Alexandre  Paulin  caused  an  entry  to  be  j^u^ry  1862, 

made  in  the  said  register  book,  of  the  assimment  by  them  providing  that 

T^    .  •,.,.!,.         French  workB 

to  the  Plaintiff  of  their  copyright  in  the  said  periodical  must  be  regia- 

work,  and  of  the  name  and  place  of  abode  of  the  Plaintiff  tif,ners*  HaU 

as  assignee  thereof,  in  manner  provided  by  the  5  &  6  Vict  ^ontha^afl^r 

c.  45,  intituled  "  An  Act  to  amend  the  Law  of  Copyright"     the  first  publi- 
cation thereof 

The  Plaintiff  Cassell  filed  the  bill  in  this  suit  against  "or,  if  such 

Stiff  and  Vickers,  stating  by  paragraph  6,  that  under  the  J^^^j^, 

then  within 
three  months  after  the  publication  of  the  last  part  thereof  :** — ffeld,  that  a  French  newspaper 
published  weekly,  and  not  intended  to  be  completed  in  any  definite  number  of  parts,  must 
be  registered  within  three  months  after  its  commencement,  or,  if  it  had  commenced  before 
1852,  within  three  monthb  after  the  date  of  the  Order  in  Council. 

SembUf  the  registration  of  a  number  of  such  a  periodical  in  1855,  long  after  its  oom- 
mencement,  did  not  extend  to  the  succeeding  numbers  the  protection  of  the  International 
Copyright  Acts. 

Neglect  to  register  on  the  part  of  the  ufficials  at  Stationeri  HaU  prevents  an  author  hay- 
ing the  benefit  of  the  statute  as  against  the  public. 
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circumstances  and  in  manner  aforesaid  the  said  Plaintiff 
became,  and  he  had  ever  since  been  and  then  was,  entitled 
to  the  property  and  copyright  within  the  dominions  of  her 
present  Majesty,  of  and  in  the  said  periodical  work  called 
*  L'  Illustration,'  and  of  and  in  the  original  articles  and 
papers,  prints,  drawings,  woodcuts,  and  engravings  therein 
respectively  from  time  to  time  appearing,  contained,  and 
published,  and  henceforth  from  time  to  time  to  appear  and 
to  be  contained  and  published  therein,  and  to  the  sole  and 
exclusive  right  and  liberty  of  printing,  publishing,  translat- 
ing, and  selling  within  the  dominions  of  her  said  present 
Majesty,  the  said  articles,  papers,  prints,  drawings,  woodcuts, 
and  engravings,  respectively  from  time  to  time  appearing 
and  contained  and  published,  and  henceforth  from  time  to 
time  to  appear  and  to  be  contained  and  published,  in  the 
said  periodical  work  *L'  Illustration :'  and  the  bill  charged  the 
Defendants  with  having  infringed  the  Plaintiff's  right,  by 
printing,  publishing,  and  selling,  in  divers  numbers  of  a 
periodical  called  the  '  London  Journal,'  divers  prints,  draw- 
ings, woodcuts,  and  engravings,  together  with  the  names 
or  designations  thereof,  which  said  prints,  drawings,  wood- 
cuts, and  engravings,  together  with  the  said  names  or  de- 
signationsj  were  piratically  copied  from  prints,  drawings, 
woodcuts,  and  engravings,  and  the  names  or  designations 
thereof,  published  in  the  said  periodical  work  '  L'  Illustra- 
tion,' the  same  prints,  drawings,  woodcuts,  and  engravings 
being  in  some  instances  exact  copies  of  such  prints,  draw- 
ings, woodcuts,  and  engravings  so  published  in  *  L'  Illus- 
tration,' although  sometimes  reduced  in  size,  and  in  others 
being  altered  or  varied  in  merely  a  colourable  manner,  and 
the  names  or  designations  aflixed  to  such  pirated  prints, 
drawings,  woodcuts,  and  engravings  being  altered  or  varied 
in  merely  a  colourable  manner  from  the  names  and  desig- 
nations affixed  to  the  corresponding  prints,  drawings,  wood- 
cuts, and  engravings  in  '  L'  Illustration :'  and  the  bill  prayed 
for  an  account  of  profits  and  an  injunction. 
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By  the  7  &  8  Vict  c.  12,  s.  2,  Her  Majesty  is  empowered 
by  Order  in  Council  to  direct  that,  as  respects  books,  prints, 
&c.,  after  a  future  time  to  be  specified  in  such  order,  pub- 
lished in  any  foreign  country  named  in  the  order,  the 
authors  thereof  and  their  assigns  are  to  have  the  privilege 
of  copyright  therein  during  such  period  as  should  be  defined 
in  such  order,  not  exceeding  the  term  of  copyright  which 
authors  might  be  then  entitled  to  in  this  country  under 
the  existing  Acts  of  Parliament  Section  3  enacts,  that^  as 
to  books,  the  provisions  of  the  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  45,  or  any 
other  like  statute  then  in  force,  should  apply.  But  by  sec- 
tion 6,  an  author  &c.,  or  his  assigns,  is  not  to  be  entitled  to 
the  benefit  of  that  Act  or  of  any  Order  in  Council  in  pursu- 
ance thereof,  unless,  within  a  time  therein  to  be  specified, 
the  book,  print,  &c.  shall  have  been  registered  as  therein 
mentioned,  and  a  printed  copy  of  the  book  or  print  deposit- 
ed as  therein  mentioned. 


1856. 


StatemmU. 


On  the  3rd  of  November,  18e51,  a  convention  for  an  in- 
ternational copyright  was  signed  at  Paris  between  Her  Ma^ 
jesty  and  the  French  Republic,  which  was  ratified  on  the 
8th  of  January,  1 852,  and  was  presented  to  both  Houses  of 
Parliament  by  command  of  her  Majesty  in  1852;  and  the 
8th  article  thereof  provided,  that  authors  or  translators,  or 
their  assigns,  of  works  which  had  first  appeared  in  France 
should  have  no  copyright  therein  unless  the  work  should 
have  been  registered  at  Staticyaera'  Hall. 


By  an  Order  in  Council,  dated  the  10th  day  of  January, 
1852,  reciting  that  such  convention  had  been  made  imder 
the  authority  of  the  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  12,  her  Majesty  in  coun- 
cil ordered,  that,  after  the  17th  of  January,  1852,  the  au- 
thors &c.  of  books,  prints,  &c.,  and  their  executors,  admin- 
istrators, and  assigns,  "  shall,  as  respects  works  first  publish- 
ed within  the  dominions  oi  France  after  the  said  17th  day 
January,  1852,  have  the  privilege  of  copyright  therein  for 
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a  period  equal  to  the  term  of  copyright  which  authors, 
inventors,  designers,  engravers,  and  makers  of  the  like 
works  respectively  first  published  in  the  United  Kingdom 
are  by  law  entitled  to:  Provided  such  books,  dramatic 
pieces,  musical  compositions,  prints,  articles  of  sculpture,  or 
other  works  of  art,  have  been  registered,  and  copies  thereof 
have  been  delivered  according  to  the  requirements  of  the 
said  recited  Act  within  three  months  after  the  first  publica- 
tion thereof  in  any  part  of  the  French  dominions,  or,  if 
such  work  be  published  in  parts,  then  within  three  months 
after  the  publication  of  the  last  part  thereof" 


Argument,         Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  Mr.  Webster,  and  Mr.  Garen  for  the 
PlaintifE 

The  illustrations  are  part  of  the  publication  and  pro- 
tected by  the  law  of  copyright:  Bogue  v.  HouUtonia), 
[Vice-Chancellok. — Should  not  the  assignment  of  a  copy- 
right be  in  writing  ?]  The  want  of  it  must  be  specially 
pleaded,  and  no  objection  on  that  ground  has  been  made  in 
this  case :  Cocka  v.  Purday  (b) ;  and  an  equitable  title  is 
sufficient  to  entitle  the  Plaintifif  to  an  injunction  against 
piracy:  Mawman  v.  Tegg (c).  The  1 5th  &  16th  Vict  c.  12, 
&  7,  provides  that  any  article  published  in  any  newspaper 
or  periodical  in  a  foreign  country  may,  if  the  source  from 
which  the  same  is  taken,  be  acknowledged,  be  republished 
or  translated  in  any  newspaper  or  periodical  in  this  country, 
unless  the  author  has  signified  his  intention  of  preserving 
the  copyright  therein,  in  which  case  the  same  shall,  without 
the  formalities  required  by  that  Act  in  case  of  books,  receive 
the  same  protection  as  by  the  International  Copyright  Act 


(a)  6  De  G.  &  S.  267.  (6)  6  C.  B.  860 ;  4  Exch.  145. 

(c)  2  Buss.  385. 
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or  that  Act  is  extended  to  books.  [Vice-Chancellok. — 
That  refers  you  back  to  the  7th  &  8th  Vict  c.  12.]  Not  so 
as  to  oblige  foreigners  to  observe  the  formalities  prescribed 
by  that  statute,  only  to  give  them  the  protection  that  is 
aflforded.  [Vice-Chancellor. — Would  such  protection  be 
given  without  your  complying  with  the  formalities  which 
authors  have  to  observe  to  obtain  copyright  in  their  books  ?] 
We  submit  that  it  would ;  but  if  not,  the  Plaintiff  has  com- 
plied with  all  the  requisitions  of  the  Acta  It  was  only 
possible  to  register  this  publication  in  the  manner  adopted 
by  the  Plaintiff.  The  word  "  last "  in  the  Order  in  Council 
must  mean  "  then  last/'  and  "  first "  must  mean  the  first 
number  from  which  the  owner  is  to  have  any  copy- 
right.— They  also  stated  that  there  had  been  some  delay  in 
registering  the  work  on  the  part  of  the  officials  at  Station- 
ers* Hall, 
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Ai'gumtnt, 


Vice-Chancellob. — I  think  it  is  too  doubtful  for  me  to 
grant  an  injunction  ;  the  motion  must  stand  over,  with 
liberty  to  the  Plaintiff  to  bring  such  action  as  he  mt^y  be 
advised,  and  liberty  to  apply. 

Mr.  James,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Smythe  contriL 

There  is  no  case  made  even  for  that,  there  is  no  allega- 
tion in  the  bill  that  the  particular  pictures  &c.  said  to  be 
pirated  belonged  to  Le  Chevalier  and  Paulin.  [The 
Vice-Chancellor  referred  to  par.  6  of  the  bill,  which  is 
stated  above.]  That  is  not  enough  ;  if  it  were,  the  assign  of 
such  a  copyright  or  his  representatives  might  claim  100 
years  afterwards  the  copyright  in  articles  written  by  au- 
thors who  were  not  born  at  the  date  of  the  assignment 
Besides,  copyright  by  the  laws  of  this  country  is  given  to 
authors  in  all  cases  except  that  of  a  periodical,  in  which 
case  the  owner  can  only  obtain  copyright  by  paying  the 
author  first :  Richardson  v.  Oilhert  (a).  That  is  not  alleged 
to  have  been  done  in  this  case. 


(a)  1  Sim.  N.  S.  336. 
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Vice-Chancellor  Sib  W.  Page  Wood: — 

It  is  almost  of  course  on  an  application  of  this  kind,  un- 
less the  Court  sees  there  is  nothing  in  the  case  made  by  the 
JudgmetU,      Plaintiff  to  give  him  liberty  to  bring  an  action,  and  to  give 
the  Defendant  liberty  to  apply,  so  as  to  enable  him  to  urge 
the  Plaintiff  to  dispose  of  the  matter  without  delay. 

With  respect  to  the  questions  of  infringement  of  the 
copyright  or  the  sufficiency  of  the  registration,  I  do  not  re- 
quire an  answer.  But  I  have  a  serious  doubt  upon  the  con- 
struction of  the  Act  of  Parliament,  the  1 5th  &  1 6th  Vict 
c.  12,  which  makes  it  unnecessary  for  me  to  hear  the  other 
side,  as  I  cannot  grant  an  injunction  pending  the  action. 
By  the  7th  section  of  that  statute  it  is  enacted,  that,  not- 
withstanding anjrthing  in  the  International  Copyright  Act 
or  in  that  Act  contained,  "  any  article  of  political  discussion 
which  has  been  published  in  any  newspaper  or  periodical  in 
a  foreign  cotmtry,  may,  if  the  source  from  which  the  same 
is  taken  be  acknowledged,  be  republished  or  translated  in 
any  newspaper  or  periodical  in  this  coimtry." 

This  clearly,  so  far,  does  not  relate  to  translations  only, 
because  the  International  Copyright  Act  expressly  excepts 
translations  (a).  Therefore  any  one  is  to  be  at  liberty  to 
republish  articles  from  newspapers  in  their  original  lan- 
guage. 

The  section  continues,  *'  And  any  article  relating  to  any 
other  subject  which  has  been  so  published  as  aforesaid,  may, 
if  the  source  from  which  the  same  is  taken  be  acknowledged, 
be  re-published  or  translated  in  like  manner,  unless  the 
author  has  signified  his  intention  of  preserving  the  copy- 
right therein  and  the  right  of  translating  the  same  in  some 
conspicuous  part  of  the  newspaper  or  periodical  in  which 

(a)  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  12,  8, 18. 
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the  same  was  first  published/'  I  think  the  Plaintiff  has 
sufficiently  brought  himself  within  that  part  of  the  section, 
because  his  publication  contains  a  notice,  that,  having  re- 
gard to  the  international  treaties,  the  Plaintiff  reserves  his 
right  of  reproduction,  which  is  a  sufficiently  apt  word  in 
this  case.  Then  it  is  provided,  that,  this  being  done,  "  the 
same  shall,  without  the  formalities  required  by  the  next  fol- 
lowing section,  receive  the  same  protection  as  is  by  virtue  of 
the  International  Copyright  Act  or  this  Act  extended  to 
booka" 
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The  next  following  section  prescribes  certain  formalities 
to  be  observed  in  case  of  translations  from  books  or  dramatic 
pieces  ;  with  that  the  Plaintiff  has  nothing  to  do.  The  re- 
sult is,  that  having  secured  the  protection  of  the  statute 
by  due  notice,  he  is  to  have  the  same  protection  as  is  given 
by  the  International  Copyright  Act,  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  12. 


What  protection,  then,  is  given  to  a  book,  or  rather  to  an 
author,  by  that  statute  ?  It  provides,  by  sect  2,  that  authors 
are  to  have  the  privilege  of  copyright  therein  during  such 
period  or  respective  periods  as  shall  be  defined  in  "  an  order 
in  council,''  not  exceeding  however,  as  to  any  of  the  above- 
mentioned  works,  the  term  of  copyright  which  authors  of 
works  published  in  this  kingdom  would  have  by  a  former 
Act  It  has  been  argued  that  this  is  the  protection  refer- 
red to  by  the  15th  &  1 6th  Vict  c.  12.  In  one  sense  it  is,  but 
does  it  mean  totally  free  from  all  conditions  attached  to 
such  protection  ?  I  think  the  only  reasonable  construction 
is,  that  he  is  to  have  the  same  protection  which  the  author 
of  any  other  book  would  obtain  under  an  order  in  council. 
He  would  obtain  in  that  manner  protection  subject  to  all 
the  other  provisions  of  the  statute,  otherwise  authors  of 
foreign  works  would  be  placed  in  a  better  position  than 
authors  in  this  country,  which  certainly  was  not  intend- 
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ed  There  is  a  careful  and  jealous  provision  that  no  au- 
thor of  a  foreign  work  shall  be  in  a  better  position  in  this 
country  than  the  authors  of  works  here  are.  It  was  not 
intended  to  give  them  anything  more.  The  3rd  section 
of  the  statute  provides,  that  under  an  order  in  council  a 
foreign  author  is  to  be  subject  to  all  the  provisions  of  the 
general  Copyright  Acts,  unless  it  should  be  otherwise  speci- 
fied in  the  order.  In  the  order  in  council  there  is  a  dif- 
ference made.  There  is  superadded  a  provision  that  the 
work  is  to  be  registered  according  to  the  requirements  of 
the  7th  &  8th  Vict  c.  1 2,  "  within  three  months  after  the 
first  publication  thereof  in  any  part  of  the  French  dominions ; 
or  if  such  work  be  published  in  parts,  then  within  three 
months  after  the  publication  of  the  last  part  thereof" 


The  only  interpretation  of  that  clause  is,  that  it  refers  to  a 
publication  which  is  to  be  completed  in  a  specified  niunber 
of  parts,  and  not  one  which  is  to  be  continued  for  an  in- 
definite period.  There  would  be  no  sense  in  the  other  con- 
struction. The  eflFect  of  it  would  be  that  at  any  period  the 
publisher  of  such  a  work  might  register  it  and  carry  back 
his  copyright  to  the  earliest  period  in  1852,  when  French 
authors  first  had  a  copyright  in  this  coimtry.  That  cannot 
be  the  intention ;  it  must  mean  to  apply  to  a  work  to  be 
completed  in  a  definite  number  of  parts,  and  such  a  work, 
though  not  registered  at  its  commencement,  may  be  regis- 
tered within  three  months  after  the  publication  of  the  last 
part  Therefore,  of  course,  what  has  been  done  here  does 
not  comply  with  the  requisitions  of  the  Act.  The  first 
number  of  this  publication  has  not  been  registered  so  as  to 
bring  it  witiiin  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  because,  adopt- 
ing the  argument  that  the  first  number  mentioned  in  the 
Act  must  mean  the  first  afl«r  the  privilege  was  introduced, 
there  is  nothing  to  shew  that  any  numbers  of  this  publica- 
tion were  registered  before  the  r^^tration  of  that  par- 
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ticular  number  which  it  is  stated  was  registered  in  June, 
1855.  None  of  the  other  numbers  have  been  registered. 
The  public  cannot  be  bound  if  there  is  any  neglect  at 
Stationers'  Hall  as  to  the  registration.  The  object  of  regis- 
tration is  to  give  notice  to  all  other  publishers  that  the  pub- 
lication is  protected  by  the  statute ;  if  there  be  any  neglect  to 
register,  the  remedy  of  the  publisher  must  be  against  the 
parties  causing  such  neglect  It  cannot  affect  those  who 
are  thereby  kept  in  ignorance  of  the  existence  of  the 
copyright 
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I  think  therefore,  that,  according  to  the  reasonable  con- 
struction of  the  15th  &  16th  Vict  c.  12,  I  cannot  now  assist 
the  Plaintiff,  but  I  must  leave  him  to  assert  his  rights  in 
such  manner  as  he  may  think  fit 

The  motion  must  stand  over,  with  liberty  to  the  Plaintiff 
to  bring  an  action,  and  liberty  to  all  parties  to  apply. 


VOL.  II. 


K.  J. 
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Production  of 
Doeummti — 
Purehoie  hv 
8olieUor^-Uf^ 
dervalue — 
Ooi^fideiUial 
Commwniech 
tiotu. 


In  a  suit  by 
the  heir  and 
general  devisee 
of  the  client 
a^ainit  the  de- 
Tieees  and  ex- 
ecutors of  the 
solicitor,  to  set 
aside  a  pur- 
chase by  him 
from  his  cUent, 


GRESLEY  V.  MOUSLEY. 

X  HE  bill  in  this  suit  was  filed  by  Sir  Thomas  Oresley, 
the  equitable  devisee  in  remainder  and  heir  of  Sir  Roger 
Oresley,  against  the  devisees  in  trust  and  executors  of  WU- 
lia/m  Eaton  Moualey :  and  the  equitable  tenant  for  life,  and 
the  devisees  in  trust  and  executors  under  the  will  of  Sir 
Roger  Gfresley. 


an  undervalue, 
and  the  client 
being  then  in 
embarrassed 
circumstances: 
SM,  that 
copies  of  8ub- 


The  bill  stated,  in  effects  that  Mousley  was  the  confi- 
dential solicitor  of  Sir  Roger  Greeley;  and  that,  being  such, 
he  purchased  an  estate  fi'om  Sir  Roger  Orealey  at  an  under- 
value, and  when  the  latter^was  in  embarrassed  circum- 
stances: and  the  bill  sought  to  set  this  transaction  aside, 
^f  te^S^^I?  It  contained  the  following  charges: — 

The  Defendants   William  Eaton  Mousley  and  John 
Hardcastle  Mousley  have  in  their  possession,  custody,  or 
power,  and  in  the  possession,  custody,  or  power  of  their  soli- 
citors or  agents,  divers  books  of  account,  and  other  books 
sequent  con-  -^o         » 

▼eyancesfrom    and  papers,  containing  entries  of  or  relating  to  the  profes- 

purchasers        sional  services  rendered  by  the  said  WiUiam  Eaton  Mousley, 

arSimtionof   deceased,  to  the  said  Sir  Roger  Gresley,  as  his  attorney, 

thee6tate8,and  agent,  and  confidential  adviser,  and,  in  particular,  relating 

made  by  the      to  his  the  said  Sir  Roger  Oresley's  real  estates,  and  the 

not  priViT^ed   ^^^^  and  minerals  of  the  said  Sir  Roger  Gresley  under 
documents. 

Ifdd,  that,  for  the  purpose  of  an  application  for  production  of  documents,  it  must  be  as- 
sumed that  the  PlaintiflF's  case,  as  alleged  in  the  bill,  is  true,  in  order  to  test  whether  he  is 
entitled  to  production  of  documents  upon  that  assumption;  because,  if  the  Court 
must  wait  until  the  fate  of  the  litigation  is  known,  that  would  be  equivalent  to  refusing  pro- 
duction. 

Held,  that  the  executors  of  the  solicitor  could  not  claim  privilege  against  the  real  represent- 
atire  of  the  vendor  for  any  documents  as  confidential  communications  with  the  vendor. 

The  Defendants,  suggesting  that  the  executors  of  the  vendor,  who  were  also  Defendants, 
had  an  interest  in  some  of  the  scheduled  documents:— -JTeZci,  that  they  should  be  served. 
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the  same,  and  the  maniagement  and  receipt  of  the  telits  and 
profits  thereof  by  the  said  WiUiamEaionMousley,  deceased, 
as  such  receiver  and  agent  as  aforesaid,  and  the  sales  of  such 
parts  thereof  as  were  sold  by  or  with  the  assistance  of  the 
said  WiUia/m  Eaton  MousUy  as  aforesaid,  and  relating  in 
particular  to  the  said  sale  and  conveyance  to  himself  of  the 
month  of  February  1837,  and  tJie  treaty  for  such  sale;  tod 
if  any  bills  of  costs  were,  on  the  occasion  of  the  said  sale  to 
the  said  William  Eaton  Mousley,  in  1837,  as  aforesaid, 
delivered  to  the  said  Sir  Roger  OreaUy,  then  the  books  and 
other  papers  from  which  such  bills  of  costs  were  made  out, 
or  copies  or  the  drafts  of  such  bills  of  costs. 


1866. 
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The  Defendants  William  Eaton  Mousley  and  John 
Hardcastle  Mousley  have  also  in  their  possession,  cus- 
tody, or  power,  or  in  the  possession,  custody,  or  power  of 
their  solicitors  or  agents,  the  draft  of  the  said  convey- 
ance of  the  17th  and  18th  days  of  February,  1837,  and 
some  copy,  and  some  abstract  of  or  extract  from  the  said  con- 
veyance, and  divers  other  deeds,  copies,  and  abstracts  of 
deeds,  wills,  accounts,  memoranda,  papers,  and  writings  re- 
lating to  the  matters  aforesaid,  and  from  which,  if  produced, 
the  truth  of  such  matters  would  appear. 


By  their  answer,  the  Defendants,  the  Moualeya,  stated 
that  the  Defendant  John  Hardcastte  Mousley  had  in  his 
possession,  as  the  surviving  partner  of  William  Eaton 
Mousley,  the  particulars  mentioned  in  the  first  part  of  the 
schedule  thereto,  which  related  to  the  professional  services 
rendered  by  WiUiam  Eaton  Mousley  to  Bii  Roger  Oresley 
as  his  attorney  and  confidential  adviser,  and  to  the  sales  of 
such  parts  of  his  estates  as  were  sold  by  or  with  the  assist- 
ance of  the  said  William  Eaton  Mousley;  but  that  these 
belonged  to  and  were  kept  by  WiUlam  Eaton  Mousley  in 
his  professional  character  as  solicitor  for  Sir  Roger  Oresley, 
and  ought  not  to  be  produced  to  the  Plaintiff  in  this  suit 
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And  the  Defendants  admitted  that  they  had  in  their 
possession  the  particulars  mentioned  in  the  second  part  of 
the  schedule  to  their  answer,  which  related  to  the  heredita- 
ments purchased  by  William  Eaton  Mousley,  and  to  his 
title  as  the  purchaser  thereof,  and  which  related  to  and  con- 
cerned such  title  exclusively,  and  did  not  in  any  manner 
relate  to  or  concern  or  make  out  the  title  of  the  Plaintiff 

The  second  part  of  this  schedule  enumerated,  among 
other  things,  certain  copies  of  conveyances  from  WiUiam 
Eaton  Mousley  to  purchasers  from  him  of  parts  of  the 
estate  which  he  had  purchased  from  Sir  Roger  Oresley,  a 
valuation  of  the  same  estate,  and  mortgages  by  Sir  Roger 
Qrealey, 


Argwmeni,  Mr.  RoU,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  0.  L,  Russell,  for  the  Plaintiff, 
cited  Cha/nt  v.  Brown  (a),  Russell  v.  Jackson  (6),  Follett  v. 
Jefferyes  (c). 

Mr.  James,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Cairns,  contra. 

The  documents  required  by  the  former  of  the  two  para- 
graphs in  the  bill  are  not  admitted  to  relate  to  the  matters 
in  question  in  the  suit.  They  are  communications  which 
passed  between  Sir  Roger  Oresley  and  his  solicitor  during 
the  whole  of  their  connexion  with  one  another,  and  the 
Plaintiff  has  shewn  no  title  to  have  them  produced.  At  any 
rate,  the  personal  representatives  of  Sir  Roger  Oresley  are 
interested  in  some  of  them,  and  they  ought  to  be  present  on 
this  application. 

Then,  the  documents  in  the  second  part  of  the  schedule 
to  the  answer  are  docimients  of  title  of  the  Defendants,  and 
are  not  any  part  of  the  Plaintiff's  title 


The  reply  was  not  heard. 

(a)  9  Hare,  790.  (b)  Id.  387. 


c)  1  Sim.  N.  S.  1. 


Judgment, 
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Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  : — 

The  bill  in  this  suit  states,  that  one  Mousley  was,  in  his 
lifetime,  the  confidential  solicitor  of  the  Plaintiflf's  ancestor, 
and  bought  an  estate  of  him ;  and  that,  being  such  solicitor, 
Mousley  knew  that  the  property  was  of  greater  value  than 
the  sum  which  he  gave  for  it ;  and  the  bill  charges  that  the 
Defendants,  the  representatives  of  Mousley,  who  has  since 
died,  have  in  their  possession  divers  documents,  particular- 
ising the  draft  of  the  conveyance  to  Mousley,  and  certain 
copies  of  deeds  of  conveyance,  relating  to  the  matters  in 
question.  The  answer  of  these  Defendants  admits  the  pos- 
session of  the  documents  mentioned  in  the  second  part  of 
the  schedule  thereto,  which  it  states  "  relate  to  the  heredita- 
ments purchased  by  Mousley,  and  to  his  title  as  the  pur- 
chaser thereof,  and  which  relate  to  and  concern  such  title 
exclusively,  and  do  not  in  any  manner  relate  to  or  concern 
or  make  out  the  title  of  the  Plaintiff."  Among  the  docu- 
ments so  scheduled  are  copies  of  conveyances  from  Mous- 
ley to  purchasers  from  him  of  parts  of  the  property,  which 
would  shew  for  what  prices  he  sold  such  parts;  and  also, 
amongst  other  things,  a  valuation  of  the  estate;  and  these,  it 
is  argued,  the  Defendants  ought  to  be  privil^ed  not  to  pro- 
duce. But  it  is  plain  that  these  documents  may  be  most 
material  to  the  Plaintiff's  case,  which  is,  that  the  value  of 
the  estate  was  in  truth  greater  than  the  sum  of  purchase 
money  which  was  given  for  it  by  Mousley,  The  Defend- 
ants deny  that  there  was  any  fraud  in  the  purchase;  but, 
the  case  being  simply  that  of  a  solicitor  purchasing  from  his 
client,  and  being  wholly  founded  on  the  allegation  that  such 
purchase  was  at  an  undervalue,  it  is  impossible  for  the 
Court  not  to  see  that  the  Defendants  are  only  swearing  to 
the  effect  of  the  documents  in  their  possession,  the  real 
question  being  the  nature  of  such  documents,  and,  from  the 
description  in  the  schedule,  it  seems  clear  that  some  of 
them  must  contain  important  evidence  for  the  Plaintiff     I 
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must  follow  the  precedent  of  Smith  v.  The  Duke  of  Beaw- 
fort  (a),  where  it  was  denied  that  the  documents  in  the 
Defendant's  possession  in  any  way  evidenced  or  related  to 
any  estate,  right,  or  title  whatsoever  of  or  belonging  to  or 
claimed  by  the  Plaintiff;  nor  were  the  same  in  any  way 
material  or  necessary  to  or  for  the  Plaintiff's  defence  in  the 
action,  nor  had  the  Plaintiff  any  interest  in  the  same :  but, 
nevertheless^  an  order  for  their  production  was  made. 


The  Defendants  must  have  the  usual  Hberty  to  seal  up 
what  does  not  relate  to  the  Plaintiff's  case.  It  is  alleged  in 
the  bill,  that  the  vendor  was  in  embarrassed  circumstances 
at  the  time  of  the  sale,  and  there  are  some  mortgages  on 
the  estate  scheduled.     These  must  be  produced. 

With  respect  to  the  first  schedule,  it  is  objected  that  it 
includes  documents  in  which  the  executors  and  trustees  are 
interestedj,  and  which  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  Plaintiff's, 
case  or  title.  I  quite  agree  that  the  executors  cannot  refuse, 
production  of  any,  upon  the  groimd  that  they  were  confiden- 
tial conunimications  of  the  Plaintiff's  ancestor  with  his  owu 
solicitor.  If  the  Plaintiff  succeeds  in  his  suit,  he  would  be 
entitled  to  see  them;  and  I  must  assume,  for  tins  purpose, 
the  truth  of  the  statements  of  the  bill,  in  order  to  test  the 
materiality  of  the  evidence,  because  it  will  be  too  late  to  in- 
spect these  docimiente  after  the  hearing.  The  Court,  there- 
fore, always  makes  a  similar  assumption  in  such  cases,  ^d. 
the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  see  all  documents  to  which  he 
would  be  entitled  on  the  assumption  that  the  vendor  was 
his  ancestor,  and  everything  which  may  assist  in  proving 
that  the  estate  was  sold  at  an  imdervalue. 

The  executors  had  better  be  served;  if  they  consent,  there 
will  be  no  difficulty. 


(a)  1  Hare,  507;  1  Ph.  209. 
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THE    LANCASTER   AND    CARLISLE    RAILWAY     j^^  i^a, 
COMPANY   V.  THE   NORTH   WESTERN  RAIL-    I4th',<t\m. 
WAY  COMPANY. 

JjY  i\xe  North  Western  Railway  Act,  1846,  the  Defendants  JurUdieiUm— 

Xfijtijictxoji 
were  incorporated,  and  empowered  to  make  a  railway  from  eoruract— 

the  Leeds  and  Bradford  Extension  Railway  to  the  Plain-  ^^^^J^ 

tiffs'  railway  at  Scuffton  House,  and  a  branch  line  diverg-  ^Hwaya— 

mg  from  the  mam  hne  m  the  parish  of  TunstaU,  and  ter-  Public  PoUcy. 

minating  by  a  jimction  with  the  Plaintifis'  railway  at  Lari/-  ApplioationB 

caster.  ^  Parijimcnt 

on  pubko  and 
on  private 
grounds  dis- 
In  184!8,  the  Defendants  applied  to  Parliament  for  an  tinguiahed:— 

Act  to  enable  them  to  divert  the  main  line  which  they  were  in  a  proper    ' 

then  authorised  to  construct,  and  to  construct  a  deviated  ^JSnedTne 

line  to  join  the  Plaintiffs'  railway  at  Low  Park,  situate  to  former  can- 

not,  m  any 

the  north  of  Scuffton  House,  and  nearer  to  Carlisle,  case,  be  re- 

ttrainedby 
injunction. 

The  Defendants  (a  railway  company)  agreed  with  the  Plaintiffs  (also  a  railway  company) 
not  to  apply  to  Parliament  to  make  any  line,  or  branch  line,  connecting  the  Defendants  with 
the  Plaintiffs'  railway,  except  a  certain  main  line  and  branches  and  certain  deviations,  for 
which  application  had  been  made  to  Parliament  by  the  Defendants.  And,  in  consideration 
of  the  premises,  the  Plaintiffs,  who  had  previously  opposed,  agreed  to  support  the  De- 
fendants' application,  and,  if  required,  to  petition  Parliament  in  its  fovour.  The  Plaintiflb 
performed  their  part  of  the  agreement,  and  the  Defendants  obtained  their  Act.  The  Court 
refused  to  restrain  the  Defendants  from  applying  to  Parliament  for  power  to  make  a  further 
deviation,  on  the  ground  that  the  bill,  if  passed,  would  be  passed  on  public  grounds,  which 
this  Court  could  not  try,  and  with  full  knowledge  of  the  agreement;  while,  if  rejected,  the 
inconvenience  of  opposing  the  bill  would  be  compensated  in  damages  for  a  breach  of  the 
agreement,  assuming  that  agreement  to  be  legal 

But  upon  the  question,  whether  such  an  agreement  is  legal,  the  Court  expressed  no 
opinion. 
AgreementB  against  Competition — Railwayt, 

An  agreement  between  two  railway  companies,  that  the  one  company  will  not  carry  traf- 
fic over  a  particular  portion  of  their  line,  hdd,  obiter,  not  illegal. 

RaUwayn — Directors — Ultra  Vires. 

Whether  an  agreement  by  the  directors  of  one  railway  company,  that,  in  return  for  being 
entitled  to  carry  traffic  over  their  line  on  to  the  line  of  another  railway  company,  the  direo- 
tors  of  the  first  company  will,  out  of  the  assets  of  their  own  company,  make  certain  pay- 
ments to  the  latter,  is  or  is  not  void,  as  being  beyond  Uie  powers  ot  the  directors — Q^<gre, 
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.  ^^^'  ,  The  Defendants  opposed  this  application. 

The  Lancas- 

TSR  AND 

Carlmlk  By  an  agreement,  dated  May,  1848,  reciting  that  the 

Railway  Co.    proposed  alteration  had  been  considered  by  the  PlaintiflFs  to 
Tm  North    be  prejudicial  to  their  fair  interests  under  their  Acts,  and 

W  E8TGRI1  , 

Railwat  Co.  under  a  previous  agreement  between  them  and  the  Defend- 
statemeni.  *^^>  ^^^  *tat  the  PlaintiflFs  had  opposed  the  Defendants* 
application  to  Parliament,  but  had,  at  the  request  of  the  De- 
fendants, withdrawn  their  opposition  in  consideration  of  the 
terms  and  conditions  thereinafter  stated,  it  was  mutually 
agreed  (inter  alia)  that  the  Defendants  might,  in  their  bill 
then  before  Parliament,  apply  for  powers  to  make  a  junc- 
tion of  their  railway  with  the  PlaintiflFs'  railway  at  Low 
Park;  that  such  junction  should  not  be  made  at  any  other 
point  without  the  consent  of  the  PlaintiflFs ;  that  the  De- 
fendants should  not  then,  or  thereafter,  apply  for  or  concur, 
or  be  interested  directly  or  indirectly  in,  any  Act  authoris- 
ing them  to  make,  or  be  parties  or  privy  to,  or  directly  or 
indirectly  aid  or  sanction,  any  application  to  Parliament  of 
or  by  any  other  person  or  company  for  the  making,  and 
should  not  at  any  time  make  or  concur  in  the  making,  or 
directly  or  indirectly  support  or  take  any  interest  in  any 
line  of  railway  between  Lancaster  and  Orton{a),  or  the 
neighbourhood  thereof,  other  than  the  particular  line  of 
railway  to  be  authorised  by  the  bill  then  before  Parliament, 
without  the  express  consent,  in  writing,  of  the  PlaintiflFs; 
that  the  Defendants  should  not  at  any  time,  without  the 
consent  of  the  PlaintiflFs,  directly  or  indirectly,  sanction, 
apply  for,  make,  or  support,  or  be  directly  or  indirectly  par- 
ties to  or  interested  in  any  line  or  branch  lihe,  or  any  ap- 
plication to  Parliament  for  any  line  or  branch  line,  con- 
necting or  serving  to  connect  the  Defendants'  railway  with 
the  PlaintiflFs'  railway,  other  than  except  the  main  line  and 

(a)  Orton  is  situate  further  to     than  Scufton  House,  Low  Park, 
the  north,  and  nearer  to  Car^tt/c,     and  even  Tebay, 
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branches  then  already  sanqtioned  by  Parliament,  and  the  de-      ,  18^-^ 
viations  for  which  application  had  been  made  to  Parliament    Thk  Lahoab- 
m  the  then  present  session,  and  by  which  the  junction  of  the      Carusle 
Defendants'  main  line  with  that  of  the  PlaintiflFs  was  fixed    ^^^^^^^    ^• 
at  Low  Park;  that,  for  all  passengers,  goods,  animals,  cat-    '^^^^^^ 
tie,  articles,  and  things  which  might  be  carried  over  the    Railway  Co. 
Defendants'  railway,  or  any  part  thereof,  between  Lancas-      Staimeni, 
teVy  or  any  point  or  place  within  three  miles  of  Lancdster 
and  Orton,  or  Boroughbridge,  on  the  Plaintiffs'  railway,  at 
or  near  either  of  those  places,  either  by  the  Defendants' 
company  itself,  or  by  any  other  parties  or  company,  (such 
traffic  having  been  or  being  thereafter  to  be  forwarded  or 
carried  upon  or  along  the  Plaintiflfe'  railway,  or  some  part 
thereof,  either  by  the  Plaintifl&'  company,  or  some  other 
company  or  party),  the  Defendants  should  pay  to  the  Plain- 
tife  5«.  for  every  possenger;  and  58.  per  ton  for  each  ton  of 
goods,  articles,  and  things;  and  58.  for  each  animal  and 
head  of  cattle  so  carried.     And  that,  in  consideration  of  the 
premif-es,  the  Plaintiffs  should  support  the  Defendants'  ap- 
plication to  Parliament,  and  should,  if  required,  petition 
Parliament  in  its  favour. 

In  pursuance  of  this  agreement,  the  Plaintiffs  withdrew 
their  opposition,  and  supported  the  Defendants'  application 
to  Parliament.  And,  by  the  North  Western  Railway  Act, 
1848  (a),  the  Defendants  were  authorised  to  make  the  pro- 
posed diversion  in  their  main  line,  and  to  construct  the 
deviated  line  to  join  the  Plaintiffs'  railway  at  Low  Park. 

By  an  agreement,  dated  18419,  it  was  agreed,  (inter  alia^, 
that,  notwithstanding  anything  then  conceded,  the  Defend- 
ants would  never  seek,  either  by  application  to  Parliament  or 
otherwise,  to  withdraw,  modify,  or  interfere  with  the  clauses 

(a)  Afterwards  modified  by  the     Defendants'  powers  as  stated  in 
"  North    Western    Railway  Act,     the  text. 
1852,"  but  not  so  as  to  afifect  the 
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186&  inserted  in  the  Acts  of  Parliament  relating  to  the  Defendants' 
ThbLaitoas-  railway  for  the  protection  or  advantage  of  the  Plaintiffs ;  and 
Q^^^Jj^  that  the  Defendants  should  not  carry  or  pass  over  their  line,  or 
Railway  Co.  any  part  thereof,  any  traffic  between  La/ncaster  or  any  point 
Thi  North  within  two  miles  of  Lancaster,  and  any  place  on  any  of  the 
T^A^^^nn  existing  lines  of  the  Lovdon  and  North  Western  railway 
in  Lancashire,  or  on  the  Lancaster  and  Carlisle  line,  or 
on  the  Caledonian  line.  This  agreement  also  contained  a 
stipulation  relative  to  tolls  similar  to  that  in  the  agreement 
of  1848. 

In  November,  1855,  the  Defendants  gave  notice  through 
the  newspapers,  as  required  by  the  Standing  Orders,  that  they 
intended  to  apply  to  Parliament  in  the  then  next  session  for 
an  Act  enabling  them  to  divert  the  main  line,  which  they 
were  then  authorised  to  construct,  and  to  construct  a  devi- 
ated line  to  join  the  Plaintiff'  railway  at  a  point  in  the 
township  of  Tebay,  situate  three  miles  to  the  north  of  Low 
Park,  and  nearer  to  Carlisle,  and  to  pass  over  and  use  the 
Pledntiffs'  railway  from  such  point  of  junction  to  Carlisle. 

A  notice  of  the  intended  application  was  served  on  the 
Plamti£b. 

The  Plaintiflfe  then  filed  their  bill  for  an  injunction  re- 
strsdning  the  Defendants  from  taking  any  further  proceed- 
ings in  pursuance  of  their  notices,  and  from  presenting  any 
petition,  or  from  being  directly  or  indirectly  parties  to  any 
application  to  Parliament,  and  from  taking  or  continuing 
any  proceedings  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  an  Act  to  en- 
able the  Defendants  to  abandon  their  point  of  junction  with 
the  Plaintiflfe'  railway,  near  Low  Park,  in  favour  of  a  more 
northerly  point  of  junction,  or  to  authorise  anything  what- 
ever to  be  done,  or  omitted  to  be  done,  inconsistent  with  or 
repugnant  to  the  said  agreements. 


Argym»U 
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Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Sd/wyn,  now  moved  for  an  in-      ^  1866.^ 
junction  as  prayed.  The  Lasqabt 

TSB  AND 

Cablisui 
That  the  Court  had  jurisdiction  to  perform  an  agree-    Railway  Co. 

ment  of  this  nature,  by  restraining  an  application  to  Parlia-  tkb  NoncR 
ment,  was  clear:  The  Stockton  and  Hartlepool  Railway  b^JJ™5<x 
Company  v.  The  Leeds  and  Thirsk,  and  the  Clarence  Rail- 
way Companies  (a),  and  Heathcote  v.  The  North  Stafford- 
shire Railway  Company  (6).  And  it  was  for  the  Plaintifib 
to  determine  whether  they  would  hold  the  Defendants  to 
their  agreements,  even  if  the  Defendants  could  shew,  which 
they  could  not,  that  the  breach  contemplated  would  leave 
the  Plaintiffs'  interests  uninjured:  Dickenson  v.  The 
Orand  Junction  Canal  Company  (c). 

Mr.  Daniel,  Qi  C,  and  Mr.  Cairns,  for  the  Defendants. 

This  motion  must  be  refused     For — 

First,  the  clauses  relative  to  an  application  to  Parliament 
were  not  intended  to  refer,  and  do  not  refer,  to  an  s^plicar 
tion  such  as  that  which  the  Defendants  contemplate. 

Secondly,  the  agreements  are  invalid,  as  being  both  ultra 
vires,  and  in  themselves  illegal.  These  objections,  which, 
where  they  exist,  infect  the  whole  of  an  agreement  (c2), 
apply,  first,  to  the  Defendants'  stipulation  not  to  compete 
with  the  Plaintiffs  on  certain  portions  of  the  Defendania' 
line :  free  competition  being  for  the  public  benefit^  and 
forming  one  of  the  main  considerations  for  which  Parliament 
entrusted  them  with  their  high  powers ;  secondly,  to  the 
stipulation  on  the  part  of  the  Defendants  respecting  tolls, 
which  was,  in  effect,  a  stipulation  to  alienate  from  their  own 

(a)  2  Ph.  670.  (d)  Addison  on  Contraots,  146, 

{b)  2  M'N.  &  G.  100.  and  cases  there  cited. 

(c)  16  Beav.  270. 
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shareholders  a  certain  portion  of  the  income  and  profit  of 
their  railway,  and  to  hand  it  over  to  the  Plaintiflfe;  but, 
still  more,  thirdly,  to  the  agreement,  which  it  is  the  more 
immediate  object  of  this  motion  specifically  to  enforce,  and 
by  which  the  Defendants  bind  themselves,  once  and  for  ever, 
not  to  apply  to  Parliament  for  extended  powers.  Such  an 
agreement  is  an  attempt  to  barter  away  what  no  subject  can 
sell,  and  is  contrary  to  public  policy.  If  valid  at  all,  it  is 
valid  for  ever,  no  matter  how  imreasonable  it  may,  imder  a 
change  of  circumstances,  eventually  prova 

That  every  one  of  these  stipulations  is  ultra  vires  is  clear 
from  the  authorities :  Winch  v.  Tfie  Birkenhead,  Lanca- 
shire,  and  Cheshire  Junction  Railway  Company  (a).  Be- 
man  v.  Rufford  (6),  Shrewsbury  and  Birmingham  Rail- 
way Company  v.  London  and  North  Western  Railway 
Com^pany  (c).  South  Yorkshire  Railway  and  River  Dun 
Company  v.  The  Great  Northern  Railway  Company  (d). 

Thirdly,  the  agreement  to  abstain  from  applying  to  Par- 
liament, even  if  it  be  not  illegal  or  ultra  vires,  is  an  agree- 
ment of  which  it  would  not  be  proper  for  this  Court  to 
compel  specific  performance. 

The  application  to  Parliament,  if  made,  will  be  made 
upon  grounds  of  public  policy, — ^upon  the  ground  that  it  will 
be  for  the  benefit  of  the  public  to  have  the  agreements  re- 
scinded,— grounds  upon  which  this  Court  cannot  enter 
without  constituting  itself  into  an  outside  Parliament.  Be- 
sides, an  agreement  to  oust  the  jurisdiction  of  Parliament  is 
as  unfit  to  be  the  subject  of  specific  performance  as  an 
agreement  to  oust  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Courts  of  law  and 
equity. 


(a)  16  Jut.  1035. 
(6)  1  Sim.,  N.  S.,  660. 
(c)2M*N.&G.324;  ^.a,3Id. 


70;  4DeG.,M»N.&G.  116. 
{d)  3  De  G.,  M*N.  &  G.  576. 
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In  both  the  cases  cited  in  support  of  the  jurisdiction,  Lord 
Cottenham  dissolved  the  injunction;  and  in  The  OreatWest- 
em  Railway  Company  v.  Ru€hout(a),  the  Court  dissolved 
the  injunction  so  far  as  it  sought  to  prevent  an  application 
to  Parliament  generally;  granting  it  only  to  prevent  an 
application  out  of  particular  funds. 

Mr.  RoU,  Q.C.,  in  reply — In  reference  to  the  stipulations 
against  competition  and  as  to  tolls,  referred  to  other  Reports 
of  the  Shrewsbury  and  Birmi/ngha/ra  Railway  Company 
V.  TAe  London  and  NorthWeatem  Railway  Company,  as 
heard  at  the  Rolls  (6)  and  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  (c) — 
contending,  that  here  it  was  not  a  stipulation  to  abstain  from 
competition  generally.  The  tolls  were  not  a  division  of  the 
profits,  but  tolls  imposed  only  on  a  limited  amoimt  of  traffic, 
and  did  not  exceed  a  fair  equivalent  for  the  inconvenience  re- 
sulting to  the  Plaintiffs  from  the  benefits  accorded  to  the 
Defendants.  To  enter  into  such  arrangements  was  not  ultra 
vires,  and  with  the  terms  so  arranged  no  Court  had  a  right 
to  interfere:  The  South  Yorkshh^e  Railway  and  River 
Dun  Company  v.  The  Or  eat  Northern  Railway  Com- 
pany {d),  Johnson  v.  The  Midland  Railway  Company  (e). 


1856. 

Thb  Lancas- 
ter AlTD 
Carlislb 

Railway  Co. 

V. 

The  North 

Wbbtbrn 

Railway  Co. 
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In  the  case  of  a  corporation,  as  in  that  of  an  individual, 
a  contract  to  abstain  from  petitioning  Parliament  for  a  bill 
is  valid,  and  one  of  which  this  Court  will  enforce  specific 
performance,  unless  the  interference  of  the  Court  would  pre- 
judice public  interests.  Here,  the  injimction  asked  would 
leave  public  interests  imtouched.  All  the  Court  is  asked  to 
say,  is  '  You,  the  Defendants,  having  made  this  agreement, 
shall  not  be  the  parties  to  set  Parliament  in  motion." 


(a)  5  De  G.  &  S.  290. 
(6)  16  Beav.  441. 
(c)  17  A.  &  E.  665. 


(flO  9  Exch.  66 ;  S.  C,  Id.  642. 
(e)  4  Id.  367. 
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Vice-Chancellob  Sm  W.  Page  Wood:— 
This  motion  was  resisted  on  several  grounds: — 

The  first  ground  was,  that  the  clauses  relative  to  an  ap- 
plication to  Parliament  were  not  intended  to  refer,  and  do 
not  refer,  to  an  application  such  as  that  which  the  Defend- 
ant contemplate;  and,  in  eflfect,  that  there  is  no  agreement 
to  prevent  the  Defendants  from  making  such  an  application. 

The  second  ground  was,  that  the  agreements  themselves 
are  invalid,  first,  as  conkdning  a  stipulation  to  part  with 
certidn  powers  with  which  Parliament  had  entrusted  the 
Defendants,  who  thereby  agree  not  to  run  on  a  certain  por- 
tion of  their  line ;  secondly,  as  containing  a  stipulation  to 
hand  over  a  certain  portion  of  the  income  and  profit  of  the 
Defendants  to  the  Plaintiflb;  and,  thirdly,  ascontedning  sti- 
pulations not  to  apply  to  Parliament  for  the  purpose  of 
obtaining  an  Act  of  the  Legislature,  it  being  argued,  that 
any  such  stipulation  is  in  itself  void,  because  it  is  contrary 
to  public  policy  that  any  engagement,  once  and  for  ever 
binding  parties  not  to  apply  to  the  Legislature,  should  ever 
be  entered  into. 

The  third  ground  was,  that  the  agreements,  for  the  same 
reasons  for  which  they  were  alleged  to  be  void  as  contrary 
to  public  policy,  were  a  fortiori  void,  as  being  ultra  vires. 

I  had  conceived,  that,  if  I  held  the  present  case  to  be  one 
in  which  it  would  not  be  proper  for  the  Court  to  interfere, 
it  would  not  be  necessary  to  express  an  opinion  on  any  of 
the  other  grounds  raised.  But,  upon  consideration,  I  have 
thought  it  my  duty,  especially  ivith  reference  to  the  costs  of 
the  application, — independently  of  the  consideration  that 
the  construction  of  an  agreement  is  a  matter  into  which  Par- 
liament can  hardly  enter, — ^to  express  my  opinion  as  to  the 
true  construction  of  these  agreements. 
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[The  opinion  of  the  Court  on  this  point  was  in  fevour  of        1856. 
the  Plaintiffs.     Whatever  doubt  might  be  entertained  upon    thb  Lawoab- 
the  construction  of  the  previous  agreement,  in  the  agree-      carusub 
ment  of  1848  the  Plaintiffs  must  be  taken  to  be  dealing    Railway  Co. 
with  a  company  which  they  foresaw  might  possibly  come    The  Nobth 
into  competition  with  them.    Foreseeing  that,  the  intention    Eailwat  Co. 
of  the  Plaintiffs  in  entering  into  the  agreement  was  to  tie      /u^Jj^^ 
down  the  Defendants  from  applying  to  Parliament  for  any- 
thing but  what  Parliament  had  then  previously  sanctioned, 
and  what  they  were  then  about  to  apply  for  powers  to  do: 
and,  assuming  the  agreement  to  be  a  legal  agreement,  the 
Plaintiflfe  had  clearly  and  definitely  expressed  their  intention 
by  the  terms  they  had  used.] 

Upon  the  alleged  illegality  of  the  agreements,  it  is  enough 
to  say,  that  I  am  not  satisfied  of  the  illegality. 

With  reference  to  the  stipidation  on  the  part  of  the  De- 
fendants to  abstain  from  running  on  a  certain  portion  of 
their  line,  there  is  no  manifest  duty  imposed  upon  a  com- 
pany of  being  carriers  upon  every  portion  of  their  lina 
They  might,  if  they  liked,  abstain  from  carrying  altogether; 
and,  assuming  them  to  abstain  altogether,  I  apprehend  the 
public  interest  would  be  sufficiently  secured  by  the  clause  in 
the  General  Railway  Act,  that  every  person  shall  be  able  to 
pass  on  paying  toll.  That  is  a  public  right,  and  whether  the 
Defendants  will  or  will  not  carry  traffic  over  a  particular 
portion  of  the  line  in  competition  with  another  company,  I 
have  not  yet  heard  anything  which  satisfies  me  that  such  an 
arrangement  would  be  illegal. 

A  more  doubtful  point  arises  upon  the  clause  which  pro- 
vides, that,  in  respect  of  all  passengers  carried  upon  a  par- 
ticular portion  of  the  line,  but  entering  on  the  Lancaster 
and  Carlisle  Railway  (which  is  a  part  of  the  clause  put  in 
:to  cover  any  defect  in  respect  of  illegality)  certain  sums  are 
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to  be  paid  to  the  Plaintiffs.  I  cannot  doubt  that  the  main 
object  of  this  clause  was  to  give  more  effect  to  the  clause  re- 
lative to  competition  upon  the  line.  At  the  same  time — 
although  I  cannot  say  that  the  question  is  free  from  doubt 
(more  especially  since  the  view  taken  by  the  Lords  Justices 
in  The  Shrewsbury  and  Birmingham  Railway  Company 
V.  The  London  and  North  Western  Railway  Company  (a)) 
— ^yet,  I  cannot  think  that  the  case  I  have  mentioned,  or  any 
other  case,  has  distinctly  decided  that  an  agreement  by  the 
directors  of  one  railway  company  in  return  for  being  enti- 
tled (for  that  is  what  it  comes  to)  to  carry  traflSc  over  their 
railway  on  to  the  line  of  another  railway  company,  to  make, 
out  of  the  assets  of  their  own  company,  certain  payments 
to  the  latter,  is  void,  as  being  beyond  the  powers  of  the 
directors ;  because,  under  any  circumstances,  provision  would 
have  to  be  made  with  reference  to  the  payment  to  be  made 
by  the  one  company  to  the  other,  for  the  accommodation 
of  the  passing  of  their  traflSc.  Possibly,  it  may  be  right 
hereafter  to  have  it  distinctly  determined  whether  this 
clause  be  illegal  or  not  All  I  say  at  present  is,  that  I  am 
not  satisfied  it  is  illegal. 

For  the  same  reasons,  I  am  not  satisfied  that  these  stipu- 
lations relative  to  tolls  and  competition  are  ultra  vires. 

With  r^ard  to  the  main  question,  which  arose  upon  the 
stipulation  not  to  apply  to  Parliament  for  any  line  of  rail- 
way running  in  a  particular  direction,  except  that  mentioned 
in  the  agreement,  there  are  two  points  for  consideration : — 
first,  whether  it  is  competent  to  a  company  to  enter  into  any 
such  contract  at  all;  and,  secondly,  (which  I  think  is  by  no 
means  an  immaterial  question  in  this  case),  whether,  suppas- 
ing  the  contract  to  be  valid,  it  is  one  as  to  which  this  Court 
should  interfere  to  compel  specific  performance,  (for  that  is 


(a)  4  De  G.  M*N.  &  G.  116. 
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in  eflfect,  what  it  amounts  to),  by  granting  an  injunction. 
These  two  points  seem  to  me  to  be  perfectly  distinct  from 
each  other. 

That  the  Court  has  power  to  interfere  by  injunction  to 
restrain  a  person  from  petitioning  Parliament,  upon  a  proper 
case  being  made  out,  I  never  entertained  any  doubt :  in- 
deed, it  would  not  be  possible  to  entertain  the  slightest 
doubt  after  the  decisions : — that  of  Lord  CoUeiiha/m  not  being 
by  any  means  the  first,  for  Lord  Brcmgham  had  expressed 
himself  equally  clearlyin  the  caseof  TTarev.  The  GrandJv/no- 
tionWcUerworksCompcmy  (a),  in  which  theVice-Chancellor 
oiEnglcmd  had  granted  an  injunction  restraining  the  com- 
pany from  proceeding  before  Parliament  Lord  Brougham, 
although  he  dissolved  that  injunction  on  the  merits,  made 
use  of  this  language : — "  It  is  quite  idle  to  represent  this, 
as  was  at  first  sought  to  be  done,  as  an  attempt  to  restrain 
by  injunction  the  proceedings  of  the  High  Court  of  Parlia- 
ment This  is  no  injunction  to  restrain  any  proceedings  of 
Parliament,  or  to  restrain  any  parties  who  may  be  called 
upon  by  the  authority  of  Parliament  from  intervening  in 
such  proceedings.  It  is  simply  an  injunction  to  restrain  a 
partnership,  now  existing  under  a  certain  constitution,  from 
doing  any  act  in  its  corporate  capacity  with  a  view  to  ob- 
tain a  new  modelling  of  that  constitution.."  That  being  the 
view  taken  by  Lord  Brougham,  Lord  Cottenhami,  C,  on 
subsequent  occasions,  expressed,  with  great  clearness,  the 
exact  position  of  the  Court  with  reference  to  restraining  a 
party  from  proceeding  to  petition  Parliament  He  said, 
that  it  was  exactly  the  same  question  as  arose  with  respect 
to  restraining  a  party  from  proceeding  at  law  in  the  time  of 
Lord  Chancellor  EUesmere;  and  that,  in  eflfect,  it  was  then 
decided,  and  rightly  decided,  that  this  Court,  acting  in  per- 
sonam, in  no  way  interferes  with  the  jurisdiction  of  another 
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1856.  Court ;  but  simply  says,  it  is  not  competent  for  a  given  party 

Thi  Lancas-  ^  ^Pply  ^  *^^*  particular  jurisdiction. 

TER  AND 

Railway  Co.  How  far  it  is  expedient  or  proper  for  the  Court  to  exercise 

The  North  ^^  jurisdiction,  is  a  totally  different  question,  and,  upon 

Western  this,  considerable  light  has  been  throiMi  by  three  decisions 

Railway  Co.  ^    '      ,  ^  ^^     ,        ^                                         -^ 
of  Lord  Cottenham. 


Judgment. 


The  earliest,  which  occurred  in  1839,  was  the  case  oiThe 
Attomey-Oeneral  v.  The  Manchester  and  Leeds  Railway 
Company  (a).  There,  certainly,  the  conduct  of  the  parties 
was  such  as  woidd  have  induced  the  Court,  if  anything 
coidd  induce  the  Court,  to  take  a  very  summary  mode  of 
arresting  their  proceedings.  There  having  been  a  motion 
pending  before  the  Lord  Chancellor  with  reference  to  a  par- 
ticular bridge,  which  was  about  to  be  made  over  the  Wake- 
field road  in  a  certain  manner  which  was  supposed  to  be 
injurious  to  the  public,  and  which  the  Attorney-General 
sought  to  restrain,  the  parties  had  undertaken  that  nothing 
shoidd  be  done,  imtil  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  to  interfere 
with  the  existing  state  of  things,  and,  having  given  that 
undertaking,  they  took  the  opportunity  of  inserting,  in  a 
bill  before  Parliament,  a  clause  to  liberate  them  from 
that  undertaking  entirely,  and  to  enable  them  to  do  that 
which  they  had  so  undertaken  not  to  do.  The  Lord  Chan- 
cellor, having,  in  the  beginning  of  his  judgment  (6),  express- 
ed his  opinion  in  the  strongest  terms,  to  the  efifect,  that  the 
attempt  to  procure  the  passing  of  this  clause  was  a  direct 
breach  of  the  undertaking,  said  this: — (c)  "  Of  the  conduct 
of  the  parties,  and  as  to  what  ought  now  to  be  the  course  of 
proceeding,  I  have  no  doubt;  but  I  have  very  great  doubt  as 
to  the  mode  of  carrying  it  into  efifect.  That  I  must  take 
into  consideration.  I  do  not  feel  that  I  can  interfere  in  the 
present  state  of  the  proceedings.  Whether  I  might  have 
done  it  before  the  party  applied  to  Parliament,  is  a  matter 

(a)  1  Railw.  Ca.s.  4.36.  (h)  Page  4o5.  (c)  Page  458. 
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that  I  do  not  go  into.  It  will  require  great  consideration 
before  this  Court  will  prevent  people  from  petitioning  the 
Houses  of  Parliament.  That  is  the  first  proceeding;  but, 
when  they  have  petitioned,  and  either  House  has  entertained 
the  bill,  it  becomes  the  act  of  the  House  and  not  the  act  of 
the  party.  No  case  has  been  cited  to  me  which  woidd  shew 
that  I  have  that  power,  without  reference  to  property," — 
which  he  explains  more  fully  in  a  subsequent  case ; — "  the 
cases  where  the  Court  has  interfered  to  prevent  the  appli- 
cation of  funds'are  a  different  matter:  they  are  collateral  to 
the  question.  No  case  has  been  cited  in  which  this  Court  has 
interfered  to  restrain  parties  from  petitioning  Parliament^ 
or  appljring  to  Parliament  for  any  law  which  they  supposed 
would  be  granted :  unless  a  very  strong  authority  is  pro- 
duced for  that  purpose,  I  should  be  disinclined  to  assume 
that  jurisdiction."  The  result  was,  that  the  parties  with- 
drew the  clause.  But  the  case  furnishes  a  strong  expression 
of  his  Lordship's  opinion,  that  he  saw  very  considerable  dif- 
ficidty  in  preventing  an  application  to  Parliament,  in  a  case 
where  there  was  such  a  solemn  undertaking;  and  that,  imless 
strong  authority  were  adduced,  he  should  not  assume  that 
particular  jurisdiction. 
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In  a  subsequent  case  there  are  some  observations  which 
appear,  at  first  sight,  a  little  more  favourable  to  the  Plain- 
tiffs' contention  for  an  injimction.  It  is  the  case  of  The 
Stockton  and  Hartlepool  Railway  Company  v.  The  Leeds 
and  Thirsk  and  the  Clarence  Railway  Companies  (a), 
which  occurred  in  1848.  But  there  it  must  be  observed,  as  in 
the  next  case  I  have  to  refer  to,  that  the  application  was  to  re- 
strain a  party  from  petitioning  in  opposition  to  a  bill  The 
Lord  Chancellor,  after  expressing  his  satisfaction  at  finding 
that  the  question  of  jurisdiction  was  not  contested,  says 
there  is   no  doubt  whatever  that  the  jurisdiction  exists. 


{a)  2  Ph.  670. 
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"  A  party,  who  comes  to  oppose  a  railway  bill  in  Parliament, 
does  so  solely  in  respect  of  his  private  interest,  not  as  repre- 
senting any  interest  of  the  public,  or  for  the  purpose  of  com- 
municating any  information  to  Parliament  He  is  not  even 
allowed  to  be  heard  as  a  petitioner  against  the  bill,  unless 
he  has  a  locus  standi  in  respect  of  some  property  or  inter- 
est liable  to  be  aflfected  by  it,  if  it  should  pass  into  a  law. 
This  Court,  therefore,  if  it  sees  a  proper  case  connected  with 
private  property  or  interest,  has  just  the  same  jurisdiction  to 
restrain  a  party  from  petitioning  against  a  bill  in  Parlia- 
ment, as  if  he  were  bringing  an  action  at  law,  or  asserting 
any  other  right  connected  with  the  enjoyment  of  the  pro- 
perty or  interest  which  -he  claims.  About  that  there  can  be 
no  question  whatever,  nor  could  any  doubt  be  raised  about 
it,  except  by  the  same  confusion  of  ideas  which  gave  ri§e  to 
the  old  discussion  between  Courts  of  law  and  equity."  But 
observe  how  Lord  CoUenham,  puts  it  He  says — A  party 
who  opposes  a  bill  is  not  submitting  any  grounds  of  pubUc 
policy  for  the  consideration  of  Parhament — he  is  not  con- 
veying any  information  to  enable  Parliament  to  act;  he  is 
standing  on  his  own  private  interest  alone, — his  right  to  a 
particular  field  or  house :  otherwise,  he  would  not  even  be 
heard  in  Parliament  to  arrest  the  passing  of  the  bill  Of 
course,  he  could  sell  the  house  or  the  field  to  the  company ; 
and,  if  so,  he  could  equally  contract  not  to  object  to  the 
company  applying  to  Parliament  for  power  to  take  that  field 
or  house.  It  is  a  mere  contract  in  respect  of  his  property, 
aflfecting  nothing  but  his  property — a  contract  in  which  the 
public  have  no  interest  whatever,  and  in  which  Parliament 
has  no  interest  whatever,  except  the  interest  which  the  Le- 
gislature must  always  have  to  see  that  justice  is  done  to  in- 
dividuals. The  case,  therefore,  of  a  party  so  circumstanced, 
opposing  on  the  groimd  of  his  private  interests,  and,  as  Lord 
Cottenham  says,  "  solely  in  respect  of  his  private  interest," 
is  extremely  diflferent  from  the  case  of  a  party  submitting  a 
public  measure  (for  all  these  Acts  are  public  measures,  and 
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can  only  be  founded  on  public  advantage),  and  "  communi- 
cating," as  Lord  CoUenham  expresses  it,  "  information  to 
Parliament,"  as  to  what  he  conceives  will  be  for  the  public 
benefit 

In  the  last  case  to  which  I  have  to  refer.  Lord  CoUenham 
goes  still  more  fully  into  the  subject  It  is  the  case  of 
Heathcote  v.  The  Noiik  Staffordshire  Railway  Com- 
pany  (a).  It  occurred  in  1850,  and  gives  the  latest  view  of 
Lord  CoUenham,  who  decided  it  immediately  before  he  re- 
signed the  Great  Seal  That,  again,  was  an  appUcation  in  re- 
spect of  a  petition  against  a  railway  bill  Lord  CoUenhot/m 
says : — "  Upon  the  first  ground  it  has  been  suggested,  that 
this  Court  could  not  interfere  without  infringing  upon  the 
privileges  of  Parliament;  so  the  Courts  of  common  law 
thought  at  one  time ;  and  there  is  as  much  foundation  for  the 
one  as  for  the  other  supposition.  In  both  cases  the  Court 
acts  upon  the  person,  and  not  upon  the  jurisdiction.  In  a 
proper  case,  therefore,  I  have  said  here  and  elsewhere,  that 
I  should  not  hesitate  to  exercise  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court, 
by  injunction,  touching  proceedings  in  Parliament  for  a  pri- 
vate bill,  or  a  bill  respecting  property ;  but,  what  would  be 
a  proper  case  for  that  purpose  it  may  be  very  difficult  \o 
conceive."  It  was  said  that  this  was  the  very  case  which  Lord 
CoUenhaTTi  would  have  conceived.  I  can  hardly  suppose 
that  Lord  CoUenham  would  have  said,  it  was  difficult  to 
conceive  a  case  so  simple — the  case  of  an  express  agreement 
not  to  apply  for  an  Act  He  proceeds: — "The  case  of  Par- 
liament differs  widely  from  that  of  the  Courts  of  common  law : 
— the  province  of  the  latter  is  to  enforce  legal  rights,  and 
the  object  of  the  injunction  is  to  prevent  an  inequitable  use 
of  such  legal  rights ;  but  the  ordinary  province  of  Parlia- 
ment in  such  bills  is  to  abrogate  existing  rights,  and  to 
create  new  rights.  To  hold,  therefore,  that  no  application 
should  be  made  to  Parliament  because  the  object  of  the  ap- 
plication was  to  interfere  with  some  right  or  interest  of  some 


1856. 
The  Lanoas- 

TEB  AND 

Cablisls 
Railway  Co. 

r. 
The  North 

WxsTSRir 
Railwat  Co. 

Judgment, 


(a)  2  M*N.  &  G.  100. 


308 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1856. 
The  Lanoas- 

TEU  AND 

Carublb 
Railway  Ck). 

V. 

Ths  North 

Western 

Railway  Co. 

JudgmefU, 


other  party,  would  be,  in  eflfect,  to  hold  that  this  Court 
should,  by  its  injunction,  deprive  the  subject  of  the  benefit 
of  Parliamentary  interference  in  all  such  cases.     In  many 
settlements  there  is  a  want  of  some  power  essential  to  the 
proper  management  of  the  property  ;  and  Parliament  is  in 
the  habit  of  exercising  its  discretion  in  supplying  the  defect : 
but,  if  any  party  interested  coidd  obtain  an  injunction  against 
such  proceeding  upon  this  ground,  that  what  was  proposed 
woidd  interfere  with  his  estate  and  interest,  Parliament  would 
have  no  opportunity  of  exercising  its  discretion.     So,  in  rail- 
way Acts,  every  owner  in  the  line  of  the  intended  railway 
has  an  interest  in  the  exercise  of  the  powers  asked ;  the  pro- 
moters of  the  bill  ask  for  powers  to  interfere  with  their  in- 
terest, and  to  take  land,  which  the  owners  may  be  most 
anxious  to  retain ;  but  it  has  never  been  suggested,  that  the 
Court  could  interfere  by  injunction  to  prevent  the  promot- 
ers firom  prosecuting  such  bill.     The  injunction,  therefore, 
cannot  be  granted  upon  the  ground  that  the  Act  applied  for 
would  interfere  with  existing  rights,  it  being  the  very  object 
of  it  to  do  so." 


To  apply  these  principles  to  the  case  before  me : — Suppose 
an  agreement  by  a  public  company  containing  an  express 
stipulation, — not  confined  to  any  particidar  portion  of  the 
agreement,  but  extending  to  the  whole  of  it, — binding  the 
company  never  to  apply  to  ParUament  to  relieve  them  in 
any  way  from  the  agreement  they  have  made. 


In  the  absence  of  such  an  express  stipulation  as  I  have 
supposed,  the  company  would  be  perfectly  free  to  apply  to 
Parliament  to  abrogate  any  agreement  they  had  made,  not- 
withstanding it  was  made  in  the  most  solemn  manner,  and 
bound  them  by  every  conceivable  stipidation,  except  that 
one  stipulation  which  I  suppose  absent,  to  treat  it  as  final. 
If  the  company  had  grounds  of  public  poUcy  to  submit  for 
the  purpose  of  inducing  Parliament  to  abrogate  the  agree- 
ment, they  would  be  at  liberty  to  submit  them. 
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But,  I  am  supposing  the  agreement  to  contain  an  ex-         i856. 

ffress  stipulation  that  the  company  will  not  submit  those  thjTlInoIs- 
grounds  of  public  policy  to  Parliament ;  and  the  question      j^**  ^^ 

to  be, — ^not  whether  it  may  or  may  not  be  inconsistent  with  Railway  Co. 

public  policy  to  allow  such  an  agreement  to  be  entered  th,  north 

into  at  all, — but  whether  this  Court  should  interfere  for  the  jjjj^^o. 


purpose  of  specifically  performing  the  agreement,  by  pre- 
venting the  application  to  Parliament 

If  the  application  were  made,  one  of  two  things  would 
happen,— either  the  bill  would  be  rejected,  or  it  would  be 
passed  into  an  Act 

Suppose  the  bill  to  be  rejected  It  may  be  said,  and  it 
would  be  justly  said,  that  there  is  great  hardship  in  allowing 
parties  to  be  exposed  to  the  inconvenience  and  expense  of 
opposing  such  a  bill  And,  to  put  a  strong  case  of  hardship,  I 
will  suppose  a  case  between  individuals : — A  patentee  is  about 
to  apply  to  Parliament  for  an  extension  of  his  patent,  which 
he  cannot  obtain  in  the  ordinary  way.  Other  parties  inter- 
ested in  the  article  to  be  manufactured,  tell  him  he  will 
never  get  his  bill  passed;  but,  inasmuch  as,  by  applying  to 
Parliament,  he  would  put  them  to  great  expense,  they  will 
pay  him  10,000^.  down,  if  he  agrees  not  to  apply  to  Parlia- 
ment He  agrees,  and  afterwards  he  does  apply  to  Farlia- 
ment  The  case  is  a  strong  one  against  allowing  the  appli- 
cation* to  Parliament;  but,  I  apprehend,  assuming  the  con- 
tract to  be  valid,  that,  in  the  event  of  the  bill  being  reject- 
ed, although  the  parties  who  had  paid  the  money  would 
have  incurred  precisely  that  very  expense  of  opposition 
which  it  was  the  object  of  their  agreement  to  avoid,  the  an- 
swer would  be,  that  it  is  competent  to  them  to  recover  in 
damages  the  expenses  occasioned  by  the  JH'each  of  contract; 
and,  I  apprehend,  that  even  if  such  a  case  as  that  were  to 
arise,  there  would  be  no  ground  for  this  Court  to  interfere. 
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But,  suppose  the  bill  to  pass.  If  Parliament  thinks  fit  to 
pass  the  bill,  it  does  so  upon  public  grounda  It  passes  it 
with  the  knowledge  that  there  existed,  anterior  to  the  bill, 
a  contract,  by  which  the  applicants  for  the  bill  agreed,  for 
certain  good  considerations,  to  abstain  from  applying  to  Par- 
liament— a  circumstance  furnishing  a  weighty  argument  for 
inducing  Parliament  to  reject  the  bill,  and  to  leave  the  op- 
ponents, assuming  the  contract  to  be  valid,  to  sue  for  dam- 
ages for  its  breacL  But  if  Parliament,  notwithstanding  all 
those  grounds,  considers  it  to  be  for  the  public  benefit  to  pass 
the  bill,  observe  the  position  in  which  the  Plaintiff's  seek  to 
place  this  Court : — ^the  Plaintifife  call  upon  this  Court  to  in- 
terfere to  prevent  the  Defendants  from  making  out,  to  the 
satisfaction  of  Parliament,  that  it  is  for  the  public  benefit 
that  this  agreement  should  be  rescinded ;  they  call  upon  this 
Court  to  interfere  to  prevent  a  public  benefit  from  being  se- 
cured (for  it  is  only  on  the  ground  of  its  being  for  the  pub- 
lic benefit,  that  Parliament  will  rescind  the  agreement). 


It  seems  to  me  that  it  would  be  in  the  highest  degree 
improper,  for  this  Court  to  take  upon  itself  to  give  this 
specific  relief,  when  there  is  but  one  alternative  that  can 
possibly  be  presented,  viz.  the  rejection  or  the  passing  of  the 
bill: — ^the  one  event  being  such  that  the  PlaintiflFs  would  be 
secured  by  damages,  the  other  such  that  the  Court,  sup- 
posing it  so  to  interfere,  would  be  preventing  a  public 
benefit 


In  truth — and  this  argument  was  well  put  by  Mr.  Caima 
— ^the  Plaintiffs  come  here  upon  a  case  which  I  cannot  try. 
The  Defendants  have  reasons  of  public  policy  to  urge,  for  the 
purpose  of  shewing  that  this  agreement  ought  to  be  rescind- 
ed by  Parliament,  which  it  is  impossible  for  the  Court  of 
Chancery  to  discuss.  True,  they  cannot  be  heard  here,  nor 
will  they  be  heard  in  Parliament,  to  say  that,  simply  because 
it  is  convenient  to  them  to  break  the  agreement,  therefore 
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it  ought  to  be  broken.     But  they  may  be  heard  to  say  there,        1856. 
as  they  have  said  here, — '  We  sh  all  be  put  to  much  less  expense    thb  Lanoab- 
if  we  make  the  diverted  line,  we  shall  be  put  to  very  heavy      caru^ 
expense  if  we  do  not;  and  that  is  a  question  aflfecting,  not  us    Railway  Co. 
only,  but  the  public.      Rescind  this  contract,  and  public     The  North 
traflSc  will  be  cheaper.     Protect  the  PlaintiflFs  as  much  as    Railway  Co. 
you  please  in  the  bill  you  pass,  but  do  not  deprive  the  pub-       r,|^cm«K 
lie  of  the  benefit  which  will  residt  from  our  application.' 
Whether  a  benefit  will  result  to  the  public,  whether  the  ques- 
tion is  one  which  ought  to  be  submitted  to  Parliament,  are 
questions  which  I  cannot  try.     All  I  can  consider  is  this : — 
the  Defendants  having  entered  into  an  agreement,  the  con- 
struction of  which  imquestionably  is,  that  they  will  not  ap- 
ply to  Parliament  to  make  a  particular  line,  shall  I  use  the 
power  of  this  Court  to  prevent  their  laying  before  Parliament 
a  case  which  may,  in  the  opinion  of  Parliament,  be  an  am- 
pl^justification  for  rescinding  the  whole  agreement 

It  seems  to  me,  that  this  is  certainly  not  the  case  which 
Lord  GottenhxiTn  said  it  was  difficult  to  conceive,  but  in 
which  that  power  might  be  exercised.  Lord  Cottenham 
pointed  there  to  questions  simply  of  property ;  and  his  mean- 
ing is,  that  if  the  opposition  to  a  bill  be  simply  upon  a  ques- 
tion of  property,  the  owner  can  sell  his  estate,  and  bind  him- 
self not  to  oppose  the  bill.  This  is  not  a  question  of  pro- 
perty. It  is  a  question  whether  a  company,  having  formerly 
shewn,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Legislature,  that  it  would 
then  be  for  the  public  benefit  to  make  a  particular  line  of 
railway,  shall  be  prevented  from  shewing,  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  Legislature,  that  it  would  now  be  more  for  the  public 
benefit  to  make  a  diverted  line. 

I  ought  to  notice  an  able  argument  of  Mr.  Roundell 
Palmer's  in  Heathcote  v.  The  North  Staffordshire  Railivay 
Company  (a),  that  there  is  no  such  distinction  as  that  a 

(a)  2  M*N.  &  G.  107. 
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party  may  be  restrained  from  opposing,  but  not  from  pro- 
moting an  Act  of  Parliament ;  for,  if  so,  he  must  first  let  the 
bill  pass,  and  then  promote  an  Act  for  its  repeal  That  con- 
sequence does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  such  a  reductio  ad 
absurdum  as  the  argument  represents  it,  because  the  party 
may  promote  the  Act  upon  public  grounds,  and  that  circum- 
stance would  entitle  him,  in  this  Court,  to  a  very  different 
consideration. 


Having  come  to  these  conclusions,  I  do  not  think  it  ne- 
cessary to  express  an  opinion  on  the  question,  whether 
the  contract  be  void  in  itself  on  groimds  of  public  policy. 
That  question  does  not,  to  my  mind,  affect  the  question  of 
costs,  and  I  leave  it  to  be  determined,  when  occasion  may 
require  its  determination.  I  have  come  to  a  clear  conclu- 
sion, that  the  true  construction  of  the  agreement  is  that  for 
which  the  Plaintiffs  contend;  and  having  come  to  that  con- 
clusion, although  I  refuse  the  motion,  I  cannot  possibly  re- 
fuse it  with  costs. 
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WALLGRAVE  v.  TEBBS.  jy^^  14^^, 

TP^ILLIAM  COLES,  by  liis  will  in  1850,  after  giving  Charity-- 
certain  pecuniary  and  charitable  legacies,  gave  to  the  De-  9  (/gp,  2,  c.  36 
fendants  Tehbs  and  MaHin,  their  executors,  administrators,  ~^^l'SL^r*f 

—7   Ir  Ml.  4  a! 

and  assigns,  as  joint  tenants,  12,000?.,  free  from  legacy  duty,  l  Vict,  c.  26. 

to  be  paid  within  a  month  after  his  decease.     And  he  di- (Bequest  of 

rected  that  the  said  legacies  for  charitable  purposes,  and  the  andd^SeLof 

said  legacy  to  Tebbs  and  MaHin ,  and  the  legacy  duty  pay-  Jm>^»»  *<>  ^«^ 

able  in  respect  thereof,  should  be  charged  exclusively  upon  joint  tenantg./^ 

his  property  in  the  funds,  in  priority  to  his  debts,  and  fune-  theWiueat 

ral  and  testamentary  expenses.     Then,  after  devising  three  and  devise  de- 
'^    ,  .         .  clared  void,  as 

houses  in  Chehea  to  his  executors,  and  their  heirs,  upon  cer-  hanng  been 

tain  trusts,  he  devise<l  all  other  his  freehold  lands  and  here-  trust  for*Mid 

ditaments  in  Chehea,  and  a  field  at  EarVa  Cou/ff  in  Ken-  ^^Jj^^j* 

sington,  "  unto  and  to  the  use  of  Tebhs  and  Martin,  their  a^^s  should 

carry  out  cer- 

heirs  and  assigns,  for  ever,  as  joint  tenants.'"     The  will  con-  tain  eharitablo. 
tained  a  residuary  devise  and  bequest  upon  certain  trusts  -j^^^ts 

by  their  an- 
swer, admitted 
that,  sii^ce  the  tea^tor'a  death,  they  had  been  informed  and  they  believed,  tha^'^on  the  occasion 
of  makiug  his  will,  the  tcMtalor  determined  on  disposing  of  a  jiart  of  his  property  to  peraons 
known  to  be  interested  in  charitable  and  religious  objects,  and  knowing  one  of  them  per- 
sonally, and  the  other  by  character,  he  made  to  them  the  device  and  bequest  in  the  bill  men- 
tioned, not  by  way  of  or  accompanied  by  any  trusty  but  merely  with  that  degree  of  confi-' 
cbuica  which  a  knowledge  of  chanbcter  enables  a  donor  to  hare  as  to  the  probabloapplioaiioa' 
or  use  of  a  gift ;  and  that,|'at  the  testator's  request,  a  letter  had  been  written  as  a  sketch  for 
him  to  sign,  but  which  was  never  in  fact  sign^  by  the  testator,  expressing  his  confidence 
that  Defendants  would  make  use  of  the  property  in  such  a  way  as  seemed  best  fitted  to  pro- 
mote the  glory  of  Qod  and  the  welfare  of  their  fellow  sinners,  and  also  expressing  that  it  was 
the  testator^s  intention  to  have  appropriated  the  pro^ert^  to  charitable  purposes.     Then)e- 
fendantii  denied  that  they  had  ever  had  any  communication  with  the  testator  about  Us  wilL 
or  any  of  his  iuteutions  or  wishes,  with  respect  to  the  disiMsition  of  bis  property^  (deniea 
that  they  had  ever  accepted  or  recognikied,)or  acted  on^the  letter^or  its  contents  ;An(VBaia 
they  had  always  bolieve^^aud  insist<KlX^at  they  were  entitled  to  hold  the  property  fireenoni| 
any  trusVwliat8oevor,(^and  to  dispose  of  it  in  any  way  they  thought  proper;  but  admitted^ 
that  thoy  coniiidei-ed  it  would  be  proper  for  them,  in  a  case  in  which  benefits  were  left  them  [ . 
by  will  under  the  circumstances  stated,  to  use  those  benefits  in  a  manner  which  would  be  h 
consistent  with  the  character  and  profession,  in  consideration  of  which  they  believed  they 
were  selected  by  the  testator  to  receive  such  benefits: — jleld,  that,  the  stat  7  Will.  4  k  1  Viot.| 
c.  26,  preventing  the  Court  from  looking  at  the  letter  in  which  the  testator's  intentions  were 
expressed,  and  it'not  being  shewn  that,  during  the  testator's  life,  thci-e  was  any  baxgain  or 
uiiderstandintf  between  the  testator  and  the  Defendants,  or  any  communication  which  oould 
ho  ronati-MMrl  mto  -i  tnist.  that  they  would  apply  the  property  in  wich  a  manner  as  to  carry 
'  :rt, .  »;i<.  i'.  iiitt  iitioii*  ii.ioeHVvt  ilM«lcvi«o  vh^v  "!^^l.j;.n^l  t!iO  bill  was  fUr?*t  wed  with  ro!«t««. 
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SkUement. 


for  the  benefit  of  the  infant  children  of  a  nephew  and  niece 
of  the  testator. 

After  the  testator's  death,  a  bill  was  filed  on  behalf  of  the 
infants,  to  which  Tebbs,  Martin,  the  testator's  nephew  and 
heir  at  law,  and  the  executors,  one  of  whom  was  a  Mr.  Gh^a- 
harrty  were  Defendants,  stating,  that  the  legacy  of  12,000Z., 
and  the  hereditaments  in  the  will  mentioned  to  be  devised 
to  Tebha  and  Martin,  were  not  given  and  devised  to  them 
for  their  own  benefit,  but  upon  trust  for  and  to  the  intent 
that  they  should  carry  out  certain  charitable  purposes,  and 
praying  that  it  might  be  declared  that  the  said  bequest  and 
devise  to  Tebbs  and  Martin  were  void,  and  that  the  Plain- 
tiffs were  beneficially  entitled  thereto. 

The  Defendants  Tebbs  and  Martin,  by  their  answer,  stat- 
ed that  neither  of  them  ever  had  any  communication  with 
the  testator  about  his  will,  or  any  of  his  intentions  or  wishes 
with  respect  to  the  disposition  of  his  property.  They  then 
proceeded  to  answer  as  follows: — "  The  Defendant  Qraliarfi 
has  informed  us,  and  we  believe,  that  he  prepared  the  will 
of  the  testator;  that  the  testator  had,  in  his  lifetime,  con- 
templated devoting  some  part  of  his  property  towards  build- 
ing and  endowing  a  church  and  almshouses,  and  asked  him, 
OraJiam,  to  undertake  some  trust  for  that  purpose,  which 
he,  Graham,  declined  to  do ;  that,  on  the  occasion  of  mak- 
ing his  will,  the  testator,  having  amply  provided  for  his  re- 
lations, determined  on  disposing  of  a  part  of  his  property  to 
persons  known  to  be  interested  in  charitable  and  religious 
objects,  and,  knowing  one  of  us  personally  and  the  other  by 
character,  he  made  to  us  the  devise  and  bequest  in  the  bill 
mentioned,  not  by  way  of  or  accompanied  by  any  trust,  but 
merely  with  that  degree  of  confidence  which  a  knowledge  of 
character  enables  a  donor  to  have,  as  to  the  probable  appli- 
cation or  use  of  a  gift.  Oraham  further  informed  us,  and 
we  believe,  that  he,  GhxbhaTn,  suggested  to  the  testator,  that 
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the  testator  should  make  to  us  some  communication  of  the 
motives  which  influenced  him  in  selecting  us  for  these  bene- 
fits, and  that  he,  OrahaTn,  being  requested  by  the  testator 
so  to  do,  wTote  the  letter  referred  to  in  the  bill,  as  a  sketch 
for  the  testator  to  consider,  and  to  sign  if  he  approved  of  it^ 
but  that  the  testator  never  signed  the  same,  nor  was  the 
same  completed,  and  the  paper  was  first  shewn  to  us  about 
the  6th  of  February,  1 854,  by  Oraham." 

The  letter  referred  to  was  as  follows  : — 

"  Dear  Sir, — 1850.  You  know  what  my  wishes  were  with 
regard  to  the  Chelsea  freeholds  and  the  12,000i.,  and  the  dif- 
ficulties in  my  way  of  doing  what  I  wished.  I  am  confident, 
firom  the  christian  characters  of  Mr.  Tebbs  and  Mr.  Martin, 
that,  if  they  are  not  able  to  do  what  I  would  have  done,  they 
will  make  use  of  what  I  have  given  them  in  such  a  way  as 
seems  to  them  best  fitted  to  promote  the  glory  of  God,  and 
the  welfare  of  our  fellow  sinners.    I  trusty  however,  that  they 

will  keep hundred  pounds  for  themselves.     You  know 

that  it  was  my  intention  to  have  built  a  church  or  chapel  in 
my  field  behind  Smith  Street,  and  to  have  endowed  it  out 
of  the  Chelsea  property;  and  to  have  built  ten  or  twelve 
almshouses  at  EarVs  Court,  in  the  field  behind  the  terrace, 
with  the  money,  and  provided  by  weekly  payments  for  the 
living  there  of  poor  married  couples  or  widows." 

The  answer  proceeded  thus  : — 

"  We  have  never  accepted  or  recognised  or  acted  on  the 
paper  or  its  contents;  and  we  have  always  believed,  and  we 
submit  and  insist^  that  we  are  entitled  to  hold  the  devise 
and  bequest  in  the  will  mentioned,  firee  from  any  trust  what- 
soever, and  that  we  are  entitled  to  dispose  of  the  same  in 
any  way  that  we  think  proper." 

The  Defendants  denied  that  they,  or  either  of  them,  had 
acceptcil  the  alleged  trusts;  and  after  denying  that  they  had 


SUUement, 


316 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


determined  to  appropriate  the  property,  or  any  part  there- 
of, for  the  specific  purposes  charged  in  the  bill,  or  for  any  such 
or  the  like  purpose, — saying  that,  on  the  contrary,  they  had 
determined  nothing  on  the  subject,  and  had  been  and  were 
prevented  doing  so  by  this  litigation,  they  proceeded  to 
answer  as  follows : — "  At  the  same  time  we  say  and  admit, 
that  we  consider  it  would  be  proper  for  us,  in  a  case  in 
which  benefits  were  left  us  by  will,  under  the  circumstances 
herein  stated  (which  we  believe  to  be  the  true  circumstances 
of  the  case),  to  use  those  benefits  in  a  manner  which  will  be 
consistent  with  the  character  and  profession,  in  consideration 
of  which  we  believe  we  were  selected  by  the  testator  to  re- 
ceive such  benefits.  And  we  admit  that  we  have  to  and 
between  each  other,  by  letter  and  in  conversation,  and  with 
other  persons,  discussed  and  considered  various  schemes  and 
plans  for  expending  the  property  in  question  in  such  a  man- 
ner as  aforesaid ;  and,  among  other  schemes,  we  have  consi- 
dered and  discussed  the  expediency  of  biiilding  a  church  in 
Chelsea,  or  elsewhere,  but  we  have  come  to  no  determination, 
and  consider  ourselves  entirely  free  to  use  the  property  for 
that  or  any  other  purpose.''  And,  save  as  aforesaid,  they 
denied  that  they  intended  to  apply  the  property  to  any  cha- 
ritable purpose  as  alleged  in  the  bill,  or  pursuant  to  any 
wish  of  the  testator. 


The  paper-writing  referred  to  in  the  bill  and  answer  was 
never  signed  by  the  testator.  It  was  found  among  other 
papers  in  his  possession  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  and 
which  related  to  his  wilL 


The  Defendant  Martin,  in  a  letter  to  Tebba,  referring  to 
the  claim  of  the  testator's  heir  at  law,  wrote  as  follows: — 
*'  The  testator  has  done  what  he  saw  fit  for  his  family,  and 
any  deduction  from  the  fund  by  us  for  him  defeats  our  tes- 
tator's clearly  expressed  intention." 
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Mr.  RolU  Q.  C.  aii<l  Mr.  G.  h.  Rusnell  for  the  Plaintiffs. 
— ^Tlie  iKMjuest  and  dovist^  to  the  Defendants  l^ehbs  and  Mar- 
tin an^  vuid,  as  having  l^eon  given  and  dtwiw^d  to  them  not 
for  tlieir  own  benefit,  but  upon  tnist  for  and  to  the  intent 
that  they  should  carry  out  the  charitable  objects  of  the  tes- 
tator. 

That  they  were  so  given  is  clear,  first,  from  the  lettei 
found  amoug  the  testator's  papers,  and  which,  although  not 
attested  or  evon  signeil,  is  admissible,  to  shew  with  what  in- 
tvut  the  gift  was  made;  and,  secondly,  from  the  admissions 
on  the  rt^cord,  the  Defemlants,  by  their  answer,  admitting 
that  such  was  the  int»'ntion  of  the  testator  in  making  the 
gifl,  and  in  selecting  them  as  the  donees;  that  such  his  in- 
tention was  communicated  to  them;  aud,  in  effect,  Uiat  they 
consider  themselves  bound  in  conscience  to  use  the  benefits 
in  question  "  in  a  manner  which  will  be  consistent  with  the 
character  and  profession  in  consideration  of  which  they  be- 
lieve they  were  st^ltH^ted  by  the  testiitor  to  receive  those 
benefits;"  in  other  words,  that  tluy  are  bound  in  conscience 
to  apply  them  according  to  the  testator's  intention. 

A  t^istator  cannot  place  persons  in  a  pa<?ition  in  which 
th«y  must  either  violate  the  highest  obligation  by  commit- 
ting a  brea4;h  of  trust,  or  by  a  i)erfunuance  of  the  trust  must 
violate  th(;  law.  Had  the  objiX't  of  this  gift  l>een  not  merely 
malum  prohibitum,  but  malum  in  se\ — e.  g.  the  carrying  out 
of  bla^sphemous  or  ol>scene  purposes,  the  question  could  ad- 
mit of  but  one  answer. 

[Tlie  ViCE-OHANCKrjX)n. — Can  you  put  it  higher  than  an 
expn?ssion  of  an  anxious  dt>sire  on  the  jvart  of  the  testator 
to  have  his  design  carrier  I  out?] 

VOU  II.  Y  K.  J. 


Ar^meM. 


:':S 


1855. 


Argument, 
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He  lias  not  merely  expressed  his  desire,  he  has  imposeil  a 
moral  ohligntion,  ^vhich,  had  the  law  allowed  it,  ho  would 
have  reudered  Hbsolnlely  biiuling;  but,  as  the  law  did  not 
allow  of  that,  he  has  selected  for  his  purpose  j>ersims  of 
j)eeuliarly  tender  conseionce.  whom  he  ]>iudH  quite  as 
absolutely  by  the  means  he  has  adopttjd.  Tlie  law  will 
not  allow  itself  to  be  thus  stultified. 


[Tho  ViCE-CiTANCELLOK- — Your  argmnent  would  go  to 
this  extent,  that  a  t«\siator  may  not  gi\'e  property  of  this  dt^ 
scription  to  persons  who  are  charitably  dispt>sed,  and  who, 
he  cxpfjcts  will  spend  it  as  he  would  have  done  himself.] 

It  is  not  necessaiy  to  carry  our  argument  to  that  ext-ent, 
for  here  wc  have  an  admission  on  the  record,  that  the  De- 
fendaiits  consider  it  would  Ik?  improper  to  apply  what  the 
testator  luus  deviserl  in  any  manner  which  would  })e  incon- 
sistent with  the  character  and  profe^ion  in  consideration  of 
which  they  belit^ve  they  were  sc^lected  by  the  t-estator  as  de- 
viseea  In  other  words,  there  is  a  clear  admission  on  the 
record,  that  their  consciences  are  bound  to  apply  the  pro- 
perty in  que^stion  in  that  one  way.  Any  other,  as  one  of  the 
Defendants  elsewhere  expresses  it,  "would  defeat  the  clearly 
exprebsed  intention  of  our  tostator." 

[The  Vice-Chanckllor. — Is  it  not  conoeivalJe  that  the 
law  may  hav^*  left  it  op<.'n  to  testators,  at  the  risk  of  the  at- 
tempt ]>roving  alu:>gether  al>ortiv(?  by  rejirion  of  some  accident, 
e.  g.  the  bankruptcy,  lunacy,  or  sudden  death  of  the  donees, 
or  even  by  reason  of  iheir  proving  dishonei^t,  to  attempt  to 
do  what  the  law,  at  the  siime  time,  prevents  Vicing  done 
with  perfect  certainty  (*] 

The  law  considers  that  such  risks  will  |je  looked  upon,  as 
in  fact  they  would  l)e  looked  upon  by  tesl^ators,  as  contin- 
gencies too  rem(»te  to  Ix;  re«^anled;  and  that  no  meni  risk 
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will  be  suflBcient  to  discourage  testators  firom  attempting  to 
do  tliat  which  it  forbida     It  therefore  forbids  the  attempt 

Then,  as  regards  authority, — upon  the  authorities  the  gift 
is  clearly  void.  The  mere  admission  by  the  Defendants  of 
an  miattested  memorandum,  shewing  a  charitable  intention 
on  the  part  of  the  testator,  is  sufficient  to  render  the  gift 
void :  Muckleston  v.  Brown  (a),  and  an  unreported  decision 
there  cited  of  Sir  Thomas  SeweU%  and  Boson  v.  Statham(p). 
The  question,  when  first  the  Defendants  became  aware  of 
such  intention  on  the  part  of  the  testator, — whether  they 
became  aware  of  it  before  or  only  after  the  testator's  death, 
— is  immaterial.  The  material  circumstance  is  this,  that  the 
devisee  considers  the  intention  binding  in  honor, — ^that  he 
is  not  at  liberty  to  apply  the  property  to  purposes  foreign  to 
such  intention.  "  The  Statute  of  Mortmain  meant  to  prevent 
honorary  trusts  or  devises  for  charities,  quacunque  arte  vel 
ingenio ;  and  the  honorary  trust  infects  the  will  as  much  as 
if  it  were  declared  in  the  most  solenm  manner:''  per  Lord 
NuHhington,  C,  in  Boson  v.  Stdtham  (c).  In  that  case  the 
deviste  did  not  admit  that  he  considered  the  intention  to  be 
binding;  but  the  mere  circumstance  that  he  abstained  from 
saying  that  it  was  not  so  binding,  was  held  sufficient  to 
avoid  the  devise  (d). 


1855. 
Walloravi 

V, 
TKBB8. 

Argumeni, 


[They  cited  also  Bishop  v.  Talbot  (e),  Longstaff  v.  Ren- 
n  ison  (/),  Russell  v.  Jackson  (gr).] 

Mr.  James,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  0,  H,  Money,  for  the  heir-at- 
law,  cited  in  support  of  the  same  contention.  Way  v.  East  (Ii), 
AUomey-Oeneral  v.  FovZden  (i),  where  there  was  no  trust 


(a)  6  Ves.  67,  68. 
lb)  1  Eden,  508. 

(c)  Id.  614, 

(d)  Id.  509. 

ie)  MS.  at  the  Bolls,  6  Feb, 


1772,  mentioned  6  Yes.  60. 
(/)  1  Drew.  28. 
Ig)  lOHare,  204,  211. 
(A)  2  Drew.  44. 
(0  8  Sim.  472. 
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which  this  Court  could  have  enforced,  and  Lomax  v.  Rip- 
ley (a);  arguing,  that>  if  it  be  shewn  that  a  testator,  in  mak- 
ing a  devise,  desired  to  evade  the  Statute  of  Mortmain,  and 
Argwneiu.  that  the  devisee  has  accepted  the  devised  property,  and  has 
not  disclaimed  an  intention  to  carry  out  the  testator's  desire, 
the  Court  would  declare  the  gift  void:  otherwise,  to  evade 
the  statute  would  be  a  mere  matter  of  machinery,  especially 
in  the  present  day,  when  the  honor  of  persons  selected  for 
the  promotion  of  charitable  objects  is  more  to  be  relied 
upon  than  formerly.  Suppose  a  gift  of  this  description  to 
the  individuaLs  constituting  the  governing  body  of  a  hospital, 
or  to  the  trustees  of  any  religious  society,  nominatim,  whe- 
ther accompanied  or  not  by  a  communication  like  the  pre- 
sent, of  the  testator's  intention  in  making  the  gift: — ^would 
not  the  property,  as  a  matter  of  course,  be  applied  for  the 
purposes  of  the  institution  ? 


[The  Vicb-Chancellob,  at  the  dose  of  this  part  of  the 
argument^  said,  he  quite  agreed  with  an  observation  made 
by  Lord  Justice  Turner,  as  Vice-Chancellor,  in  Russell  v. 
Jdckson,  that  the  duty  of  a  devisee  under  the  circumstances 
stated  was  to  throw  up  the  property,  it  being  very  improper 
in  a  testator  to  endeavour  to  evade  the  law,  and  very  impro- 
per in  the  devisee  to  assist  him  in  doing  so.] 

Mr.  Wiekens,  for  the  Attomey-Qeneral,  took  no  part  in 
the  argument. 

Mr.  Oeorge  SiTnpson  for  the  executors. 

Mr.  WiUcock  and  Mr.  Cairns  for  the  Defendants,  Td)bs 
and  Martin,  were  not  heard. 


(a)  19  Jur.  272. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERr. 


321 


Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  : — 

I  Lave  anxiously  considered  this  case,  and  the  more  so 
because  I  do  not  find  that  there  is  any  authority  by  which 
it  is  decided.  In  Ruaaell  v.  Jackson  {a)  Lord  Justice 
Turner,  thenVice-Chancellor,  expressly  guards  himself  from 
l>eiug  supposed  to  give  any  opinion  upon  the  question  now 
raised  (6). 


1865. 


JudgmeiHL 


I 


But,  although  I  do  not  find  any  decision  in  point,  I  find 
in  Addli/iigion  v.  Ca/an  (c)  a  clear  indication  of  the  opinion 
which  Lord  Hardwicke  would  have  entertained  upon  a  ques^ 
tion  like  the  present ;  and  in  Muckieston  v.  Brown  (d)  I  find 
an  equally  clear  indication  that  the  same  view  would  have 
been  taken  by  Lord  Eldon.    And  I  am  satisfied  that  I  ought 

.  not  to  be  the  first  to  overstep  the  clear  line  which  separates 
mere  trusts  from  devises  and  bequg^which^on  thejTaoe 
of  the  will,  are  absolute,  but  which  are  alleged  to  have  beeu 

'  in  fact  given  witibi  an  intention  to  evade  the  statuta 

(where  a  person,  ^ow&ig  that  a  testator  in  making  a  dis* 
position  in  his  favd||r  intends  it  to  be  applied  for  purposes 
other  than  his  own  benefit^  either  expressly  promises,  or  by 
silence  implies,  that  he  will  carry  the  testator's  intention 
into  effect^  and  the  property  is  left  to  him  upon  the  faith  of 
that  promise  or  undertaking,  it  is  in  effect  a  case  of  trusty 
and,  in  such  a  case,  the  Court  will  not  allow  the  devisee  to 
set  up)the  Statute  of  Frauds — or  rathelQlie  Statute  of  Wills,) 
by  which  the  Statute  of  Frauds  is  now,  in  this  respect,  su-  t 
perseded;  and  for  this  reason  :-/the  devisee  by  his  conduct  i 
has  induced  the  testator  to  leave  him  the  property!  and,  as  I 
Lord  Justice  Turner  says  in  Russell  v.  Jackson,  no  one  cau 
doubt,  that,  if  the  devisee  had  stated  that  he  would  not  l\ 
cany  into  effect  the  intentions  of  the  testator,  the  dispositioii  I  \ 


# 


f^ 


(a)  10  Hare,  204 
(6)  Id.  210. 


(c)  3  Atk.  141. 
{d)  6  Yes.  5% 
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^2f^^  Y  ^^  ^^  favor  would  not  Lave  been  found  in  the  will  (a).     But 

WaltjorayilL in  this  the  Court  does  not  violate  the  spirit  ofLlhe  statute: 

T^Bs.     I  ^^^  f<^r  the  same  end^  namely,  prevention  of  fraud,  it  en- 

Judament  I   P"*^  ^^^  trust  on  the  devise,  by  admitting  evidence  which 

J   the  statute  would  in  terms  exclude,  in  order  to  prevent  a 

I   party  from  applying  property  to  a  purpose  foreign  to  that 

L  for  which  he  undertook  to  hold  it. 

But  the  question  here  is  totallyidiflferent.  /Here  there  has 
Tbeen  no  such  promise  or  undertaking  on  the  part  of  the 
devisees.  /  Here  the  devisees  knew  nothing  of  the  testator's 
intention WtiljyBtfiJLlua..dfiP'th. /That  the  testator  desired, 
and  was  most  anxious  to  have  his  intentions  carried  out, 
is  clear.  But^  it  is  equally  clear,  that  he  has  suppressed 
everything  illegal.  He  has  abstained  from  creating,  either 
by  his  will  or  otherwise,  any  trust  upon  which  this  Court 
can  possibly  fix.  Upon  the  face  of  the  will,  the  parties 
take  indisputably  for  their  own  benefit  Can  I  possibly  hold 
that  the  gift  is  void?  If  I  knew  perfectly  well  that  a  testa- 
tor in  making  me  a  bequest,  absolute  on  the  face  of  the  will, 
I  intended  it  to  be  applied  for  the  benefit  of  a  natural  child, 
I  of  whom  he  was  not  known  to  be  the  father,  provided  that 
intention  had  not  been  commimicated  to  me  during  the  tes- 
'  tator's  life,  the  validity  of  the  bequest  as  an  absolute  bequest 
to  me  could  not  be  questioned. 

It  was  argued,  that,  if  the  object  of  the  gift  had  been  not 
merely  malum  prohibitum,  but  malum  in  se,  the  devise 
t  must  necessarily  have  been  void.  The  answer  is  the  same  : 
the  devise  would  have  been  void  if  the  intention  with  which 
it  was  made  had  been  known  to  the  devisees  during  the  life 
of  the  testator,  and  if  they,  by  their  conduct,  had  indu(jed  him 
to  believe  that  they  meant  to  carry  that  intention  into  effect. 

.      The  Court  is  now  asked  to  do  what  as  yet  it  has  never 
done: — ^for  the  sake  of  upholding  the  Statute  of  Mortmain, 

(a)  10  Hare,  211,  212. 


.11 


/" 
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the  Court  is  asked,  as  Lord  Ilavdv/icke  expresses  it,  "  to         l^C 
break  in  upon  the  Statute  of  Frauds,"  or  rather  the  Statute^^WALLdBAvi 
of  Wills,  "  by  admitting  parol  evidence  to  prove  that  the  .     T^g. 
testator  intended  his  estate  for  charitable  uses  "  (a).    If  this^     -; — 
can  be  allowed,  if,  in  any  case,  the  statute  may  be  broken 
through,  where  is  the  Court  to  stop?  Why  is  it  to  stop  at  the  ; 
Statute  of  Mortmain?     Every  bequest  might  be  opened  upojL  1 
a  suggestion  that  there  was  somesecret  purpose  or  intention  j  v 
in  the  breast  of  the  testator,  which  this  Court  would  consider  j 
illegal.     Any  individual  may  be  deprived  of  a  legacy  by  ] 
parol  evidence  that  the  testator  intended  it  for  some  one  \ 
else.     By  upholding  the  Statute  of  Wills,  the  Court  woald 
adopt  a  course  simple  and  clear.  By  upholdinglhe  Statute  of 
Mortmain  at  the  expense  of  the  Statute  of  Wills — ^by  treat- 
ing the  Statute  of  Mortmain  as  taking  all  such  cases  as  this 
out  of  the  Statute  of  Wills,  and  as  intended  to  introduce 
parol  evidence,  the  Court,  as  Lord  Hardwicke  has  said, 
"  would  do  more  mischief,  by  laying  the  foundation  of  a 
great  deal  of  perjury,  than  it  could  possibly  do  good  in  any 
other  respect  whatsoever  "  (6). 

As  this  question  has  been  argued  at  great  length,  I  will 
consider  whether  any  of  the  cases  cited  have  taken  a  differ- 
ent view. 

In  Boson  v.  Statham  (c),  the  groimd  upon  which  the  de- 
vise was  held  void  is  thus  stated  by  Lord  Northiiigton,  C. ; 
he  says:  *'  I  will  speak  openly,  and  declare  my  opinion  gene- 
rally, that  a  writing,  signed  by  the  party  who  has  power  to 
make  the  trust,  declaring  a  trust  upon  the  will,  is  good, 
though  such  writing  be  not  attested  by  three  witnesses,  ac- 
cording to  the  solemnities  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds(d)."  And, 
if  so,  there  was  an  end  of  that  case.  But  it  is  impossible, 
consistently  with  other  authorities,  to  follow  that  decision. 

('/)  Vor  Lord  Hard>i:icke  in  A(f-  {r)  1  EHiii,  5<>s. 

fUitufton  V.  Caaiu  3  Atk.  I  If).  (f/)  h\  AJ  \. 

ifi)  Id.  151. 
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Jwdgment, 


In  MucJdeaion  v.  Brown  (a)  Lord  Eldon  examines  Lord 
Hardwicke's  decision  in  AddUngton  v.  Ccmn,  with  the  ad- 
ditional light  thrown  upon  it  by  Sir  Thomas  Parker  in  The 
Attomey-Oeneral  v.  Duplessis  {b) ;  and  he  also  mentions  a 
decision  of  Sir  Thomas  Sewell,  in  an  unreported  case,  the 
name  of  which  does  not  appear:  and,  at  first  sight,  Lord 
Eldon'a  remarks  may  seem  to  favour  the  contention,  that  a 
mere  admission  by  the  devisees  that  the  testator  intended 
the  property  for  charitable  purposes,  is  sufficient  to  render 
the  devise  void.  But  where  he  says  (c),  that,  in  Addlvng- 
ion  v.  CanUy  the  Defendants  must  have  answered  the  charge 
"  that  they  knew  the  secret  trust"  &c.,  it  is  clear  that,  by  a 
knowledge  of  the  secret  trust.  Lord  Eldon  meant  a  know- 
ledge during  the  life  of  the  testator, — a  knowledge  which 
would  make  the  admission  of  it  an  admission  of  a  trust,  an 
admission  of  something  **  applying,"  as  he  expresses  it,  "  to 
the  conscience  of  the  Defendants"  (d).  And  so,  where  he 
says  of  the  unreported  case  before  Sir  ThoTnas  Sewell,  that 
it  is  an  authority  in  point  of  law,  that  "  if  there  were  an 
ad/mission  he  would  execute  the  trust,"  he  plainly  means 
again,  an  admission  that  the  devisees  were  aware  during 
the  testator's  life  that  he  intended  the  property  for  charita- 
ble purposea  Lord  Eldon  could  not  have  doubted  that 
the  Defendants  admitted  the  fact  of  such  intention  on  the 
part  of  the  testator,  he  had  himself  just  stated  that,  by  their 


(a)  6  Ve8.62,  67,68. 
(6)  Park.  144, 160. 

(c)  6  Vea.  67. 

(d)  In  Stickland  v,  Aldridge^  9 
Yes.  619,  Lord  Eldon  makes  this 
observation : — "  In  Addlington 
V.  Cann  Lord  Hardwiche  was 
clearly  of  opinion,  that,  there  be- 
ing nothing  in  the  will  attaching 
a  trust,  if  the  testator  afterwards 
by  an  unattested  paper,  express- 
ing his  own  intention,  not  com- 


munieatedj  said,  the  purpose  was 
to  devote  the  estate  to  a  charita- 
ble purpose,  the  devisee  might 
object  that  he  had  taken  under  a 
will  well  executed ;  and  the  sub- 
sequent paper  was  not  well  exe- 
cuted. But  that  is  perfectly  dif- 
ferent from  the  case  of  a  devisor 
expressing  in  the  paper  a  trust, 
which  hy  contract  with  the  devisee 
led  to  that  devise." 
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further  answer,  the  Defendants  admitted  that  there  was  a 
memorandum  which  certainly  pointed  to  a  disposition  of  the 
real  estate  to  charitable  purposes ;  but  what  he  meant  was, 
that  there  was  no  admission  that  they  knew  of  such  inten- 
tion during  the  testator's  life — no  admission  of  any  know- 
ledge which  could  affect  their  consciences. 

So,  in  Way  v.  Eastia),  although  there  was  no  evidence  of 
any  specific  agreement  between  the  parties,  there  was  evi- 
dence of  conduct  shewing  an  intention  not  only  in  the 
grantor,  but  in  one  of  the  grantees,  to  evade  the  statute; — 
shewing,  in  the  words  of  the  Vice-Chancellor,  "  that  there 
did  exist  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  deed,  and  dur- 
ing all  the  subsequent  time,  a  design  among  the  parties  to  the 
deed  that  the  payment  should  not  commence  till  the  death 
of  the  grantor  "(6).  And  so  in  the  Attomey-Oeneral  v. 
Poulden  (c),  the  ground  upon  which  the  Court  held  the  con- 
veyance void  was,  that  the  circumstances  of  the  case  were 
such  as,  in  the  opinion  of  this  Court,  to  support  the  inference 
of  a  secret  trust  for  the  grantor. 

It  is  clear,  therefore,  that,  excepting  Boson  v.  Statfumi, 
which  cannot  now  be  followed  as  a  binding  decision,  none  of 
the  authorities  which  have  been  cited  sustain  the  contention 
that  the  devise,  in  the  present  case,  is  void. 


1855. 


Judgment, 


On  the  other  hand,  although  I  find  no  authority  express- 
ly deciding  that  such  a  devise  is  valid,  I  find  a  dear  leaning 
both  in  the  judgment  of  Lord  Hardwicke  and  in  that  of 
Lord  Eldo7ij  in  favour  of  that  conclusion.  In  the  conclud- 
ing passage  of  his  judgment  in  Muckleaton  v.  Brown  (d),  in 
which  Lord  Eldon^st8i,tQ§_ the  prinniplft  upon.JKl^jph^^dkvises, 
sucli  as  that  which  the  bill  in  that  case  averred,  should  be 


{a)  2  Drew.  44. 
(b)  Id.  67. 


(c)  8  Sim.  472. 

(d)  6  Ves.  69. 
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1855.        held  to  be  void,  he  makes  everything  turn  upon  the  exist- 

Wallgbavs    enceofan  ''agreement/'  a  "  bargain  between  the  testator 

Tkbbs.      \*^^  those  who  are  apparently  to  take  under  his  will," — 

.  \a  communication  between  the  parties  during  Ihe  testator's 

jlife,  which  can  be  construed  into  a  trust;  failing  that,  the 

ydevise  is  valid.      The  question  is  simply  whether  there  is  a 

trust  well  and  effectually  created  (a). 


Judgment, 


In  RuaaeU  v.  Jackson  (6)  there  was  a  clear  trust,  and  it 
/  was  unnecessary  to  decide  what  would  have  been  the  conse- 
'  quence  if  the  testator's  intention  had  not  been  commimi- 
cated  to  either  of  the  devisees.  To  one  of  them  that  inten- 
tion was  clearly  communicated,  and  upon  that  ground  the 
decision  rested.  "  Whether  Thomas  was  present  or  not," 
says  Lord  Justice  TumeVy  "  the  evidence  is,  I  think,  clear 
that  the  gift  would  not  have  been  made  to  him  but  for  the 
promise,  given  by  WiMam,  that  the  intentions  of  the  testa- 
tor should  be  carried  into  effect;  and  I  fully  agree  to  the 
principles  laid  down  in  Huguenin  v.  Baseley,  followed  in 
many  other  cases,  that  no  person  can  claim  an  interest  un- 
der a  fraud  committed  by  another.  However  innocent  the 
party  may  be,  if  the  original  transaction  is  tainted  with 
fraud,  that  taint  runs  through  the  derivative  interests,  and 
prevents  any  party  from  claiming  imder  it"  (c). 

1^  In  the  present  cas^here  is  no  trust  created^    It  is  impos- 
I  sible  for  the  Court  to  look  upon  a  document  which  is  ex- 
j eluded  by  the  statute;  and,  such  evidence  being  excluded, 
:  '  the  case  is  reduced  to  one  in  which  the  testator  has  relied 
;    solely  on  the  honcjl^  of  the  devisees,  who,  as  far  as  this  Court 
is  concerned,  are  left  perfectly  at  liberty  to  apply  the  pro- 
J: ;  perty  to  their  own  purposes     The  same  remark  would  apply 


(a)  See  further  as  to  the  views      Aldridge^  9  Ves.  519. 
of  Lord  Hardwicke  and  Lord  El-         (6)  10  Hare,  204. 
don  on  this  subject,  Sticldand  v.  {.)  Id.  21  i2. 
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to  all  the  cases  of  gifts  to  the  trustees  (nominatim)  of  hos- 
pitals, or  religious  societies,  which  were  suggested  in  the 
argument  for  the  heir-at-law. 

I  should  have  noticed  one  more  passage  in  Lord  Hard-  Judffment. 
v>icke*8  judgment  in  Addlington  v.  Cann,  in  which  he  says, 
"  very  little  inconvenience  can  arise  from  my  determina- 
tion ;  for  this  case  cannot  be  liable  to  great  objections,  as  a 
general  case,  because  the  instances  of  trustees  abusing  the 
trust  of  charity  are  so  frequent,  that  they  are  a  sufficient 
warning  to  reasonable  men,  not  to  leave  their  estates  under 
such  uncertainty,  as  to  put  them  absolutely  under  a  person's 
power,  and  then  trust  to  his  generosity  for  the  disposing  of 
them  in  charity"  (a).  In  reference  to  this  remark  it  was 
argued,  and  it  may  be  the  case,  though  I  doubt  it,  that,  in 
the  present  day,  the  standard  of  morality  among  trustees, 
and  persons  generally,  is  higher  than  it  was  in  the  time  of 
Lord  Hardwicke;  but,  be  that  as  it  may,  the  argument 
does  not  reach  what  Lord  Hardwicke  might  have  added, 
that  a  testator  so  disposing  of  his  property  would  still  be 
compelled,  even  assuming  the  integrity  of  the  donees,  to 
trust  to  a  variety  of  accidental  circumstances,  failing  any  of 
which  his  ir^.tcntion  would  be  frustrated.  Lunacy,  insol- 
vency, pudden  fleath  of  the  devisee,  are  all  accidents  to 
which  ihe  gift  '}%  exposed,  and  which  place  the  accomplish- 
lii'.ia  of  the  testator's  design  in  jeopardy. 

But  the  question,  whether  such  considerations  are  suffi- 

lently  strong  to  detor  testators  from  thus  disposing  of  their 

"operty,  is  ono  whirh  ought  not  to  affect  my  decision.     If 

jy  are  not, — if  it  b<'  Jiocessary  to  enact  a  further  and  more 
^id  Statute  of  Mortmain,  let  it  be  enacted.  It  is  not  for 
.is  Court  to  atttiinpt  it. 

Upon  tht;  face  of  this  wilUthe  devisees  are  entitled  to  the 

opcrty  in  question  for  their  own  absolute  benefit.j    Tlie 

Jf|  atuto  prevents  the  Court  from  looking  at  the  paper-writing 

(a)  Pur  Lonl  Har'hoicke  in  Ad*Uington  v.  Cann^  3  Atk.  163. 


S28 
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in  which  the  testator's  intentions  are  expressed;  and  the}>ar- 
ties  seeking  to  avoid  the  devise  have  failed  to  shew  that, 
during  the  testator's  lifetime,  there  was  any  bargain  or  un- 
derstanding between  the  testator  and  the  devisees,  or  any 
communication  which  could  be  construed  into  a  trust,  that 
they  would  apply  the  property  in  such  a  manner  as  to  carry 
the  testator's  intentions  into  effect  The  devise,  therefore, 
is  a  valid  devise,  and  the  bill  must  be  dismissed. 

If  no  case  similar  to  the  present  has  yet  been  agitated,  it 
is  because  the  attempt  has  hitherto  been  looked  upon  as 
hopeless.    I  must,  therefore,  dismiss  the  bill  with  co6t& 

Se6  Tee  v.  Ferris,  reported  below,  p.  357. 


1856. 
Feb.  leth. 


In  re  the  trusts  OF  ANTHONY  BIRCH'S  LEr 
GACY  UNDER  SARAH  BISSELL'S  WILL. 


6  €ko.  i,  e.  16, 
•.127— 12  lib 
18  Viel.e.106, 
M.lafMi4. 


In  R£  the  ACT  10  &  11  VICT,  a  96. 

X  ETITION  for  payment  of  213i  3s.  8d.  bequeathed  to 
Anthony  Birch  by  the  will  otSaraJi  Bisaell,  and  paid  into 
Court  under  the  JO  &  11  Vict  c.  96,  by  the  executors  of 
that  will 


In  August,  1838,  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy  issued  against 
In  March,  1839,  he  obtained  his  certificate.     His 
estate  did  not  pay  15s.  in  the  pound. 

In  May,  1846,  a  second  fiat  in  bankruptcy  issued  against 
Bvrch.    In  November,  1846,  he  obtained  his  certificate  un- 


nrtlieAotl2 
ftlSVioto. 
100,  the  Legis- 
lative did  not 
intend  to  aflRBOt  Bvrch. 
the  then  future 
lil^tsofany 
peraon  who 
had  acquired 
rij^ta  by  Tir- 
tue  of  any  fiat 
under  any  Act 
then  in  force. 

The  eetate  of  a  bankrupt,  on  hisBeoond  bankruptcy  in  1846,  was  not  sufficient  to  pay  15«. 
in  the  pound.  Tlieaaaigneee  allowed  him  to  carry  on  his  trade,  and  contract  debts,  for  eight 
yean,  at  the  expiration  of  which  a  legacy  was  bequeathed  to  him.  This  the  assignees  claim- 
ed, aerring  the  ezecuton^  two  months  after  the  death  of  the  testatrix,  with  notice  of  their 
daim:---SeM, 

First;  that  their  right,  under  the  6  Qea  4,  c.  16,  s.  127,  to  the  legacy  in  question,  ytim  a 
right  protected  by  the  saving  clause  in  the  4th  sectiou  of  the  12  &  IS  Vict  c  106;  aud 

Secondly,  that  they  had  so  conducted  themselves  that  such  right  couid  not  be  taken  frum 
them. 
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der  the  second  fiat     On  this,  as  on  the  former  occasion,  his 
estate  did  not  pay  155.  in  the  pound  (a). 

On  the  13th  of  September,  1854,  Sarah  BisseU  died,  hav- 
ing by  her  will  bequeathed  to  Bvrch  the  legacy  in  question. 

On  the  16th  of  November,  1854,  the  assignees  under  the 
second  fiat  served  a  notice  of  their  claim  to  the  legacy  upon 
the  executors. 


(fl)  By  the  Act  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16, 
8.  127,  it  is  enacted,  "  That  if  any 
person  who  shall  have  been  so 
discharged  by  such  certificate  as 
aforesaid,  or  who  shall  have  com- 
pounded with  his  creditors,  or 
who  shall  have  been  discharged 
by  any  insolvent  Act,  shall  be  or 
become  bankrupt,  and  have  ob- 
tained or  shall  hereafter  obtain 
such  certificate  as  aforesaid,  un- 
less his  estate  shall  produce  (after 
all  charges)  sufiicieiit  to  pay  every 
creditor  under  the  commission 
15«.  in  the  pound,  such  certificate 
shall  only  protect  his  person  from 
arrest  and  imprisonment,  but  AU 
future  estate  arid  effects  (except 
his  tools  of  trade  and  necessary 
household  furniture,  and  the 
wearing  apparel  of  himself,  his 
wife  and  children),  shaU  vest  in 
the  assignees  under  the  said  com- 
mission, who  shall  be  entitled  to 
seize  the  same  in  like  manner  as 
they  might  have  seized  property 
of  which  such  bankrupt  was  pos- 
sessed at  the  issuing  the  commis- 
sion." 

By  the  1st  section  of  the  12  & 
13  Vict  c.  106—"  The  Bankrupt 
Law  (Consolidation  Act,  1849," 
the  whole  of  the  6  Geo.  4,  c  16, 
is  repealed  from  and  after  the 
11th  of  October,  1849,  with  this 
exception  (inter  alia),  viz.  "  Ex- 
cept also  so  far  as  may  be  neces- 
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sary  for  the  puipose  of  support- 
ing any  proceedings  tak«n  or  to 
be  taken  under  and  after  the 
commencement  of  this  Act,  upon 
any  trading,  act  of  bankruptcy, 
petitioning  creditor's  debt,  fiat, 
or  other  proceeding  in  bankrupt- 
cy before  the  commencement  of 
this  Act." 

The  4th  section  of  the  Act  of 
1849  contains  this  further  pro- 
viso : — "  Nothing  in  this  Act  con- 
tained shall  render  invalid  any 
proceedings  in  bankruptcy,  or 
any  fiat  in  bankruptcy,  or  any 
petition  for  arrangement,  de- 
pending at  the  commencement  of 
this  Act,  or  any  proceedings 
which  may  have  been  instituted 
or  taken  under  or  by  virtue  of 
such  bankruptcy,  fiat^  or  petition, 
or  lessen  or  affect  any  rights  title, 
claim,  demand,  or  remedy  which 
any  perscm  now  has  or  hereafter 
may  have  under  or  by  virtue 
thereof,  or  lessen  or  affect  any 
right,  title,  claim,  demand,  or  re- 
medy which  any  person  now  has 
or  hereafter  may  have  upon  or 
against  any  bankrupt  against 
whom  any  fiat  has  or  shall  have 
been  issued,  or  against  any  such 
trader  who  may  or  shall  have 
presented  such  petition,  except 
as  in  this  Act  is  hereafter  speci- 
ally provided," 
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On  the  28th  of  September,  1855,  Birch  was  discharged 
from  custody  imder  the  Act  for  the  Relief  of  Insolvent 
Debtors.  And,  on  the  6th  of  October  following,  by  an  order 
of  the  Court  for  Relief  of  Insolvent  Debtors,  the  petitioner 
was  appointed  assignee  of  his  estate  and  effecta 

The  petitioner,  by  an  affidavit  in  support  of  his  petition, 
deposed,  that  the  assignees  under  the  second  fiat  had  not, 
since  the  year  184!6,  interfered  with  any  of  the  property  of 
Birch  thereafter  acquired,  but  had  permitted  him  to  carry 
on  his  trade  of  a  grocer,  and  to  contract  debts  with  the  pe- 
titioner and  others. 


Arffumetu,         Mr.  De  Oex  for  the  petitioner. 

The  right  to  this  legacy  is  in  the  petitioner  as  Birch's 
assignee  in  insolvency. 

By  the  Bankrupt  Law  Consolidation  Act>  1849  (a),  the 
contingent  right  which,  but  for  the  passing  of  that  Act,  the 
assignees  under  the  second  fiat  might  have  had  by  virtue  of 
the  6  Geo.  4,  a  1 6,  s.  1 27,  to  the  future  estate  and  effects  of 
the  bankrupt,  upon  the  ground  that  his  estate,  on  his  second 
bankruptcy,  was  not  sufficient  to  pay  158.  in  the  pound,  was 
prevented  from  arising,  the  statute  of  Geo.  4  being  wholly 
repealed  by  the  Act  of  1849  (6).  A  right  could  not  vest 
in  the  assignees  before  it  existed  in  the  bankrupt;  and, 
unless  there  were,  when  the  right  accrued  to  the  bankrupt, 
a  law  in  force  (which  here  there'^was'  not)  to'take  it  from 
him  and  give  it  to  the  assignees,  it  continued  to  belong  to 
him:  Herbert  Y.Sayer(c). 

And,  independently  of  the  Act  of  1849,  the  assignees  un- 
der the  second  fiat  have  forfeited  all  rights  they  might  have 
had,  by  their  own  laches.     By  allowing  Birch  to  carry  on 


(a)  12  &  13  Vict,  c  106. 


(6)  Id.  s.  1 ;  compare  Sched.  A.  to  the  Act. 
(c)  5  Q.  R  976. 
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(a)  Amb.  630. 

(6)  4  De  G.,  M'N.  &  G.  395. 

(c)  12  &  13  Vict  c.  106. 


{d)  1  De  G.,  M'N.  &  G.  204. 
(<?)  4  Bing.  N.  C.  290. 
(/)  1  De  G.  72. 


ArguvutU, 


his  trade  for  eight  years,  they  have  treated  him  as  a  re-         1866. 
stored  person:  Troughton  v.  OiUey{a).     They  might  have 
seized  his  effects:  Tucker  v.  Hemaman (b). 

Mr.  Cracknall  for  the  assignees  imder  the  second  fiat 

First,  the  Act  6  Geo.  4,  a  16,  is  not  absolutely  repealed 
by  the  Act  of  1849  (c) ;  and  the  present  case  is  within  the 
exception  contained  in  the  1st  and  4th  sections  of  the  latter 
Act:  Ex  parte  Higginaon  (d).  By  the  4th  section  of  the 
Act  of  1849,  nothing  therein  contained  is  to  lessen  or  affect 
any  right  which  any  person  thereafter  might  have  under  or 
by  virtue  of  any  fiat  then  depending. 

Secondly,  there  has  been  no  lachea  To  seize  from  a 
bankrupt,  week  by  week,  what  profit  he  is  making,  would 
be  endless;  and  here  it  is  not  shewn  that  there  was  anything 
to  seize.  Two  months  after  the  legacy  accrued,  notice  of 
the  claim  under  the  second  fiat  was  given  to  the  executors: 
ButUr  V.  Hobson  (e),  Ex  parte  Orvmstead  (/). 

Mr.  Bird  for  the  executora 

Mr.  Speed  for  Anthony  Birch, 

Mr.  De  Gex  in  reply. — To  support  the  contention  of  the 
assignees  under  the  second  fiat,  the  words  in  the  4th  section 
of  the  recent  Act  should  have  been  "  any  right  &c.  which 
any  person  hereafter  might  have  had  but  for  the  passing 
of  this  Act/* 

Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood: — 

In  r^ard  to  the  second  point,  I  have  no  doubt  that  this     Judgmeui. 
case  is  not  within  that  of  Troughton  v.  Oitley,    The  assig- 
nees  under  the  second  fiat  allowed  the  bankrupt  to  trade 
for  eight  years,  but,  two  months  after  the  bequest  of  the 
legacy  now  in  question,  they  gave  notice  of  their  claim  to 
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the  executors.  By  so  doing,  they  put  themselves  in  the  po- 
sition of  persons  who  had  actually  seized  the  bankrupt's 
effects.  Against  the  bankrupt,  therefore,  their  claim  was 
perfectly  good ;  and  it  is  equally  good  against  his  creditors, 
and  against  the  petitioner,  as  representing  such  creditors. 

'  Then,  as  regards  the  Act  of  3849  (a),  it  is  clear,  from  the 
Ist  and  4th  sections,  that  the  Legislature  did  not  intend  by 
that  Act  to  affect  the  then  future  rights  of  any  person  who 
had  acquired  rights  by  virtue  of  any  fiat  under  any  Act 
then  in  force.  The  saving  clauses  in  those  sections  seem  to 
me  to  express  this  almost  in  so  many  worda  The  Ist  sec- 
tion saves  the  Acts  to  be  repealed,  and  among  others  this 
Act  of  the  6  Qeo.  4,  c.  16,  so  far  as  may  be  necessary  for  the 
purpose  of  supporting  proceedings  to  be  taken  upon  any 
fiat  in  existence  before  the  commencement  of  the  Axt  of 
1849.  And  the  4th  section  of  the  Act  of  1849  provides, 
that  nothing  in  that  Act  shall  render  invalid  any  fiat  in 
bankruptcy  depending  at  the  commencement  of  the  Act, 
"or  lessen  or  affect  any  right,  title,  claim,  demand,  or  re- 
medy which  any  person  now  has,  or  hereafter  may  have, 
imder  or  by  virtue  thereof"  These  words  are  the  largest 
which  could  possibly  have  been  used,  and  appear  to  me  to 
contemplate  the  very  case,  that,  under  the  old  Acts,  there 
were  not  only  existing  but  future  and  contingent  rights 
to  be  protected,  and,  among  others,  rights  precisely  similar 
to  the  right  now  claimed  by  the  assignees  under  the  second 
fiat  And  it  is  impossible,  consistently  with  this  clause,  to 
hold  that  the  right  in  question  ceased,  as  contended  on  be- 
half of  the  petitioner. 

I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that,  by  the  Act  12  &  13  Vict. 
a  106,  the  right  of  the  assignees  under  the  second  fiat  to 
the  legacy  in  question  was  saved ;  and  they  have  so  con- 
ducted themselves  that  it  cannot  be  taken  from  them. 

There  must  be  a  declaration  to  this  effect,  and  I  must 
order  the  ftmd  to  be  paid  to  them  accordingly, 
(a)  12  &  13  Vict  c.  106. 
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EIDSFORTH  v.  ARMSTEAD  (a).  jan.  ZM  d: 

ZlsL 

Thomas  lodge,  by  his  wUl,  dated  1833,  charged  his  ^^^^*^^ 

debts,  funeral,  and  testamentary  expenses  on  his  real  and  

personal  estate;  and  then  devised  unto  Bower  and  Bain-  torhaadharg- 

bridge,  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  all  ffj""-^^^ 

his  hereditaments   situate  within  the  parishes  of  Nether  payment  of  a 

Kellett,  &c.,  and  all  other  his  real  estate,  upon  trust  for  his  he  ia  to  be 

wife  Sarah  Lodge,  for  life;  and,  after  her  decease,  upon  ^v^im  ka^* 

trust,  that  his  trustees  and  the  survivor  of  them,  and  the  P^«^  power  of 

sale  to  aoine 
heirs,  executors,  and  administrators  of  such  survivor,  should  one.    The  do- 
demise  the  said  hereditaments,  and  pay  the  rents  to  his  p^OTiatobe 
daughter  Harmah  Tovlmin  for  her  life,  for  her  separate  ^^[^^qj^ 
use,  without  power  of  anticipation;  and,  after  her  decease,  ofthe  wilL 
to  the  use  of  such  person  or  persons  and  for  such  estate  or  ^^J^fhte' 

estates  as  she,  whether  covert  or  sole,  by  her  last  will  and  reel  eatate  to 

the  uae  of 
testament  should  appoint;  and,  in  default  of  such  appoint-  ii.and^., 

ment,  to  the  use  of  the  right  heirs  of  his  said  daughter  for  ofOj^  mar-  * 

ever.     And  the  testator  did  thereby  further  charge  the  said  "®*^  ^®™^^ 

•^  ^  upon  truat  for 

messuages,  lands,  and  tenements  with  the  payment  of  700?.  her,  with  re- 

unto  his  granddaughter  Mary  Lodge,  to  be  paid  to  her  when  uae  of  the 

she  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years.    And  he  ap-  2?  and  <^!a;^ 

pointed  Bower,  Bainbridge,  and  Sarah  Lodge,  executors  fi^^^.^^J. 

and  executrix  of  his  will  payment  of 

root  to  2).;— 


The  testator  died  in  1 834,  and  Sarah  Lodge  died  in  1839.  ^^  ^,  ^3^  a 
Both  trustees  accepted  the  trusts  of  the  wilL    Bower  sur-  ^^^  ^4^a 
vived  his  co-trustee,  and  died  in  1845,  having  devised  his  of  C'. 
trust  estates  to  Armstead,  and  made  him  his  executor;  and 
Armstead  proved  the  will. 

By  a  deed,  dated  1863,  the  charge  of  700?.  created  by  the 
will  was  assigned  to  the  Plaintifis;  and  Armstead  and  Mrs. 

(a)  Ex  relatione  Mr.  B.  L,  Chapman, 
VOL.  II.  Z  K.  J. 


StaUment. 
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Toulmm  conveyed  some  real  estate  comprised  in  the  gen^^ 
ral  devise  to  the  Plaintiffs,  by  way  of  mortgage,  to  secur^ 
the  700Z.  and  interest 

A  claim  was  then  filed  by  the  PlaintifiGs  against  Arm, 
stead  and  Mrs.  Toulmin,  stating  the  mortgage  of  1853,  and 
claiming  payment  of  the  700i.,  interest  and  costs;  and  that 
in  default  of  payment,  the  mortgaged  premises  might  be 
sold. 

By  a  decree  made  at  the  hearing  of  the  claim,  the  mort- 
gaged property  was  ordered  to  be  sold.  The  property  was 
put  up  for  sale,  and  Mr.  Cole  became  the  purchaser. 

Mr.  Cole  objected  to  the  title,  on  the  ground  that  there 
was  no  authority  given  by  the  will  under  which  the  property 
could  be  sold,  and  that  the  Court  had  not  jurisdiction  to  or- 
der a  sale.  It  was  agreed  between  the  Plaintifib  and  ICr- 
Cole,  that  this  question  (being  the  only  question  in  dispute 
on  the  title)  should  be  submitted  to  the  Courts  on  a  motioi^ 
that  the  purchaser  should  pay  his  purchase-money  into 
Court 


Arymwumu         Mr.  OsboTTie,  for  the  motion,  contended,  that  there ' 

an  implied  power  given  to  the  trustees  by  the  will,  an^ 
cited  Shaw  v.  Borrer  (a).  Ball  v.  Harris  (b). 

Mr.  B.  L.  Chapman  for  the  purchaser. — ^The  estate  i^ 
here  devised  to  the  trustees  for  the  lives  of  Mrs.  Lodge  an^ 
Mrs.  Toulmin  only;  and,  after  the  death  of  the  survivor  cJ* 
Mra  Lodge  and  Mrs.  Toulmin,  the  estate  of  the  trusted 
ends.  The  l^al  and  equitable  estate  in  the  property,  aft^ 
the  death  oi the  survivor  oiHi^Lodgt  and  Mia  Tovlmi^ 
will  go  to  the  person  who  may  have  been  appointed  by  tAc: 

(a)  1  Keen,  650.  (^)  4  My.  &  C^.  S64 
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will  of  Mrs.  Tovlmmi;  or,  in  de£Eiult  of  such  appointmeut^ 
to  the  person  who  may  be  her  heir-at-law  after  her  death. 
The  person  then  to  take  aft;er  Mrs.  Tovhain's  death  cannot 
now  be  ascertained  There  is  no  express  authority  given  by 
ihewill  to  sell  It  has  been  contended  that  there  is  an  im- 
pKed  power  on  the  authority  of  the  cases  of  Ball  v.  Harria 
and  Shaw  v.  Borrer.  In  those  cases,  however,  there  was 
a  devise  to  the  trustees  in  fee;  so  that  they  had  the  whole 
1^  estate.  Here  the  trustees  have  only  the  legal  estate 
during  the  life  of  the  tenant  for  Ufa  If  there  is  no  autho- 
1%  given  by  the  will,  the  Court  has  no  authority  to  sell, 
■o  as  to  bind  persons  not  even  ascertained:  Hemi/ng  v. 
Archer  (a). 

Judgment  reserved. 

Hr.  Osborne  afterwards  cited  the  case  of  Robinson  v. 
Hoofer  (6). 


3ZS 
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cxb-Chancellob  Sir  W.  Page  Wood: — 
l*he  testator,  having  charged  his  real  estate  with  a  sum 
Odoney,  must  be  taken  to  have  given  an  implied  power  of 
Q   to  some  person  to  raise  the  sum  required;   and  I 
^  so  hold  on  the  authority  of  the  case  last  cited  by  Mr. 

Xhe  donee  of  the  power  must  be  ascertained,  in  each  case, 
^m  the  whole  of  the  will 

Xn  this  case,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  persons  who  were 
t^^nded  to  sell,  were  the  trustees. 

^Ile  purchaser  will,  therefore,  be  ordered  to  pay  his  mo- 
-y  into  Court  according  to  the  motion. 

(a)  9  Beav.  366. 
^  17  Beav.  69S;  S.  C,  affirmed  on  appeal,  5 De  G.,  M<N.  &  G.  S7S. 

Z2 


Jan,  31#t. 
J%dgmeiU, 
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/».  16M,  RODDAM  v.  MORLEY. 

Amd-aa-      JOSIAS  MORLEY  executed  his  bond  in  May,  1826,  and 

iui€8  of  Ifimtt 

aHom^Paf-  thereby  bound  himself,  his  heirs,  executors,  and  administra- 

^taS^^mmT'  *^*™  "^  *  penal  sum,  conditioned  to  be  void  if  he,  his  heirs, 

^fSJ^  ^/^  executors,  or  administrators  should  pay  to  John  Broum,  his 

Biuue.  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  the  sum  of  300{.,  with 

A  bond  debt,    interest,  on  the  29th  day  of  November  then  next  ensuing. 

bj  which  the 

hmriahovrndf 

is  not  a  debt         Joaias  Morlev,  by  his  will,  dated  the  31st  of  January, 
"  ehuged  up-  *^       ^  /»  tr     ? 

on  or  paynble    1827,  devised  his  estate  at  Manrick,  in  the  county  of  York, 

iidtl^  8e^^40  ^  ^^^  Defendant  Morley,  for  a  term  of  500  years,  and  sub- 

^^^  T^   ject  thereto  to  the  use  of  the  testator's  son  Francis  Morlev 

4,  c.  27;  but      '' 

an  action  upon  (now  deceased)  for  his  life,  with  remainder  to  trustees  to 

penK^^      preserve  contingent  remainders,  with  remainder  to  his  first 

|*2|J^^j^    and  other  sons  in  tail  general,  with  divers  remainder  over; 

4  WiU.4, 0.42.  and  the  testator  declared  that  the  said  term  of  500  years 

ly u'bulnr^  was  SO  Created  for  raising  a  sum  of  9000Z.  and  interest,  as 

hj  theli^peeof  therein  mentioned,  and  for  seciuring  the  payment  out  of  the 

twenty  yeen* 

nnlcM  ludi  an  rents  of  his  said  estate  at  Ma/rrick,  to  the  testator's  illegiti- 

men^l^yinit-  ^^^*^  ^^  John  Morley  (since  deceased),  of  the  yearly  sum 

*n«  ®eS!lai    ^^  ^^^^  during  his  life,  and  the  yearly  sum  of  SOOi.  to  the 

been  in  the       testator's  widow,  the  Defendant  Jane  Morley,  during  her 

made  by  the     life,  as  her  jointure,  which  he  had  already  secured  to  her  by 

G^a^ot^ii^  settlement  on  their  marriage  in  1825,  and  in  satisfaction  of 

required  by      all  her  claim  on  his  real  or  personal  estate  imder  the  said 

the  6th  section 

of  the  ktter      settlement  or  articles,  and  in  bar  of  dower.     And  the  testa- 

JJ.  •  tor,  by  his  said  will,  devised  his  manor  otBeamsley,  and  all 

This  section 

reeeires  the      other  his  estates  in  the  parishes  otSkipton  BsidAddin^ham, 
rig^t  of  action 
•gsinsttheper- 

Bon  makinff  such  acknowledgment  only,  and  does  not  simply  rebut  the  presumption  of  satis- 
faction  and  leave  the  bond  in  force,  as  it  woiUd  have  been  under  the  old  law  when  such  pre- 
sumption was  rebutted.  Therefore,  payment  of  interest  within  twenty  years  by  the  tenant 
for  life  of  the  obligor^s  real  estate,  did  not  keep  aliye  a  ri^t  of  action  on  the  bond  against 
persons  entitled  to  such  real  estate  in  remainder. 
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in  the  county  of  York,  to  the  Defendant  Morley,  upon  trust 
to  sell  the  same,  or  so  much  thereof  as  should  be  necessary 
for  raising  ai;id  paying  the  amount  due  in  respect  of  the 
incumbrances  upon  the  said  estates  at  Marrick,  SJdpton, 
and  Addingkam  (except  the  said  sum  of  9000?.  and  inter- 
est, and  the  said  two  annuities  of  lOOl.  and  300Z.,  secured  by 
the  said  term  of  500  years),  and  to  apply  the  proceeds  of  the 
said  sales  in  paying  off  the  charges  in  exoneration  of  his 
personal  estate;  and  he  directed  his  said  trustees  to  settle 
his  said  manor  of  Beamaley,  and  the  unsold  parts  of  the  said 
estates  at  Skipton  smd  Addingham,  upon  the  same  trusts 
as  those  which  were,  by  his  said  will,  declared  of  his  said 
estate  at  Marrick,  except  the  said  term  of  600  years,  and 
the  said  sum  of  9000?.  and  interest,  and  the  said  two 
annuities  of  lOOl.  and  300?.  secured  thereby.  And  tha 
said  testator  directed,  that  the  said  smn  of  9000?.  and 
interest  should  be  paid  to  his  three  younger  children, 
Thomas  Morley,  Maiy  Morley,  and  Dorothy  Morley,  or 
such  of  them  as  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years, 
or,  being  a  daughter,  marry  imder  that  age;  and  the  said 
testator  made  a  specific  bequest  of  certain  effects  to  the  said 
Francis  Morley:  and  the  said  testator  devised  and  be- 
queathed the  residue  of  his  real  estates,  and  his  leasehold 
and  other  personal  estate,  unto  the  Defendant  Morley y  upon 
trust  to  sell  the  same,  except  such  real  or  personal  estate  as 
he  might  become  entitled  to  under  the  will  or  wiUs,  codicil 
or  codicils,  of  Jane  Comforth  and  Dorothy  Comforthy  or 
either  of  them,  and  to  apply  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  there- 
of in  payment,  in  the  first  place,  of  his  debts  other  than  the 
said  mortgage  debts  on  his  said  estates  at  Marrick,  Skipton, 
and  Addingham,  and  of  his  funeral  and  testamentary  ex- 
penses and  legacies;  and,  in  the  next  place,  in  payment  of 
his  said  mortgage-debts,  in  exoneration  of  his  said  estates  in 
the  parishes  of  Skipton  and  Addingham;  and  to  stand  pos- 
sessed of  the  surplus  of  such  proceeds,  and  also  of  such  real 
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and  personal  estate  as  he  might  become  entitled  to  under 
any  will  or  codicil  of  the  said  Jane  Coimforth  and  Dorothy 
Cornforth,  or  either  of  them,  in  trust  for  the  testator  s  said 
four  children,  share  and  share  alike.  And  he  appointed  the 
said  Defendant  Morley  his  executor. 

The  testator  died  on  the  7th  of  February,  1827,  leaving 
his  said  son  Thomas  his  heir-at-law. 

After  the  testator's  death  the  Defendant  Morley  proved 
the  will,  got  in  the  testator's  personal  estate  not  specifically 
bequeathed,  and  sold  and  received  the  proceeds  of  the  sale 
of  his  real  estates,  other  than  his  estates  in  Marrick;  and 
also,  for  many  years,  received  the  rents  and  profits  of  the 
said  estates  in  Marrick,  and  such  of  the  other  estates  as  re- 
mained unsold;  and,  out  of  the  amounts  so  received,  paid 
divers  of  the  testator's  debts,  but  did  not  pay  any  part  of  the 
said  principal  sum  of  300Z.  secured  by  the  said  bond,  but  he, 
or  the  said  Francis  Morley,  as  tenant  for  life  of  the  said 
Marrick  estates,  paid  all  the  interest  which  accrued  due 
thereon  up  to  the  29th  day  of  May,  1847;  but  no  interest 
which  had  accrued  due  since  that  time  had  been  paid. 

This  was  a  suit  by  the  obligees  of  the  bond  against  the 
real  and  personal  representatives  of  the  obligor,  to  recover 
the  bond  debt  out  of  the  obUgor's  personal  or  real  estate. 


Argvmtnu         Mr.  Bagshawe,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Bagahawe,  for  the  PlaintiflF. 
*""  — ^The  payment  of  interest  on  the  bond  by  Francis  Morley 

has  kept  the  debt  alive  as  against  the  obligor's  real  estate : 
Francis  v.  Grover  (a)  decided  this  in  the  case  of  an  annu- 
ity, charged  by  will  upon  real  estate,  and  paid  by  the  de- 
visees in  trust  within  twenty  years;  and  so  in  Fordham  v. 

(a)  6  Hare,  39. 
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WaUis  (a),  it  was  held  that  payment  of  interest  by  the  exe- 
cutor and  beneficial  devisee  of  the  maker  of  a  promissory 
note  kept  alive  the  payee's  remedy  against  the  real  estata 
And  payment  of  interest  by  a  tenant  for  life  keeps  alive  the 
debt  against  those  entitled  in  remainder;  for,  in  Wynne  v. 
Styan  (b)  it  was  held,  that,  where  a  mortgagee  was  also 
tenant  for  life  of  the  mortgaged  estate,  time  did  not  begin  to 
run  against  the  mortgage-debt  until  his  death. 


1866. 


Argument, 


Mr.  James,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  CaimSy  for  some  of  the  parties 
interested  in  the  real  estate,  cited  Morley  v.  M(yi'ley  (c). 

Mr.  WiMcock,  Q.  C„  and  Mr.  SeJ/wyn,  for  the  principal 
Defendants. — This  bond  debt  is  barred  by  the  Statute  of 
Limitations,  as  against  the  persons  entitled  to  the  real  estate 
of  the  obligor.  Devisees  are  not  bound  by  the  testator's 
bond  in  the  same  manner  as  the  heir  is,  if  named.  The  3  & 
4  W.  &  M.  c.  1  4j,  s.  2,  provides,  not  that  the  devisee  shall 
be  liable,  but  that  the  devise  shall  be  void,  and  that  there- 
upon the  heir  may  be  sued,  the  devisees  being  joined  with 
him  in  the  actioa  Therefore,  whatever  might  be  the  effect 
of  an  acknowledgment  or  part  payment  by  the  heir,  acknow- 
ledgment or  part  payment  by  a  devisee  cannot  keep  alive 
the  debt 

Payment  of  principal  or  interest  by  a  stranger  will  not 
keep  alive  a  charge  within  sect.  40  of  3  &  4  Will  4,  c. 
27,  as  inn  Oman  v.  A7idrew8(d),  where  it  was  decided  that 
estates  subject  to  charges  having  been  conveyed,  part  to -4. 
and  part  to  B.,  a  payment  of  interest  by  B.  after  the  lapse 
of  twenty  years  would  not  revive  the  right  to  proceed 
against  A.  Tlie  acknowledgment  must  be  made  by  some 
person  who  had  authority  to  bind  the  parties  liable;  and  it 


(a)  10  Hare,  217. 
(6)  2  Ph.  303. 


(c)  1  Jur.  N.  S.  1097. 

(d)  1  Ir.  Chanc.  Rep.  106. 
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was  therefore  held  in  Briggs  v.  Wilson  (a),  that  an  acknow- 
ledgment of  a  simple  contract  debt  by  the  executors  and 
devisees  in  trust  of  the  debtor,  did  not  revive  it  against  the 
real  estate.  [Vicb-Chancelix)IU — I  am  quite  clear  that 
the  promise  of  a  tenant  for  life  could  not  bind  those  enti- 
tled in  remainder ;  the  only  question  is,  whether  any  new 
promise  is  necessary,  whether,  by  the  payment  of  interest, 
the  bond  is  not  taken  out  of  the  operation  of  the  statute, 
and  left;  afloat,  as  it  would  have  been  under  the  old  law.] 
The  payment  of  interest  could  have  no  such  eflTect,  unless 
made  by  one  who  had  authority  to  bind  all  the  parties  lia- 
ble: ChanrieU  v.  DitchhumQ))^  Daviea  v.  Edwards  (c). 
Way  V.  Bassett{d),  loft  v.  Stephenson  (e).  [The  Vice- 
Chancelloe  mentioned  Ault  v.  Goodrich  (/)].  If  such  a 
payment  as  was  made  in  this  case  is  to  have  that  effect^  it 
woidd  if  made  at  any  time  or  by  any  stranger,  and  the  con- 
sequence would  be  that  the  title  to  land  would  never  be  safe 
against  such  claims :  WiUd/ason  v.  WUkin^on  (g). 


Mr.  J,  H,  Palmer,  for  other  parties,  cited  Hunting  v. 
Sheldrake  (h). 

Mr.  Bagshawe,  Q.  C,  in  reply,  cited  Elvy  v.  Norwood  (i). 
Carter  v.  Sanders  (k),  Burred  v.  Lord  Egrenumt  (t). 


Judgmmt.       ViCE-ChANCELLOR  SiR  W.  PAGE  WoOD:— 

I  have  had  time,  during  the  interval  which  has  occurred 
in  the  argument  of  this  case,  to  consider  the  question,  and 


(a)  5DeG.,M*N.&G.12. 

(b)  5  M.  &  W.  497. 

(c)  7  Exch.  22. 

(d)  5  Hare,  65. 

(e)  lDeG.,M»N.&G.28. 
(/)  4  Boas.  430, 


(^)  9  Hare,  204. 
(h)  9  M.  &  W.  250. 
(i)  5  De  G.  &  S.  240. 
(k)  2  Drew,  248. 
(0  7  Beav.  205. 
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I  think  that  there  is  a  great  distinction  in  principle  between 
the  cases  of  a  bond  and  a  simple  contract  debt  The  authori- 
ties, with  reference  to  the  latter,  have  proceeded  on  the  ground 
that,  in  order  to  prevent  an  action  to  recover  it  from  being  bar- 
red, a  new  promise  within  six  years  must  be  established,  the 
plea  in  the  action  being  non  assiunpsit  infra  sex  annos  (a), 
and  it  follows  that  no  one  can  make  such  new  promise,  ex- 
cept the  original  party  or  his  agent.  Consequently,  in  the 
case  of  a  simple  contract  debt,  a  promise  by  a  tenant  for  life 
would  not  bind  those  in  remainder,  nor  would  the  promise 
of  an  executor  bind  the  heir.  The  case  of  a  bond  is  differ- 
ent under  either  statute :  under  the  3  &  4  WilL  4,  c.  42,  it  is 
plain  that  it  is  not  on  the  principle  of  a  new  promise,  that 
the  exception  in  the  5th  section  gives  a  new  period  of 
twenty  years — there  is  no  reference  there  to  a  promise,  which 
would  be  barred  by  the  lapse  of  six  yeara  I  must,  there- 
fore, look  for  a  different  principle  as  guiding  the  L^is- 
lature  in  making  this  provision.  As  to  bonds,  if  the 
Plaintiff's  claim  be  good,  the  law  must  be  r^ulated  by  the 
3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  27,  and  not  c.  42 ;  for,  by  the  old  law,  there 
was  no  specific  period  of  limitation  within  which  an  action 
must  be  brought  upon  a  bond — the  action  might  be  brought 
at  any  time.  It  was  subject  to  the  plea  of  solvit  ad  diem 
by  the  common  law,  if  the  condition  had  been  performed, 
and  the  bond  debt  had  been  paid  at  the  proper  time:  or  to 
a  plea  of  solvit  post  diem,  by  the  4  Ann.  c.  1 6,  if  paid  after 
the  proper  day  (6).  If  interest  had  been  paid  afterwardcf, 
the  plea  must  be  solvit  post  diem — if  nothing  had  been  done 
to  recognise  the  bond  within  twenty  years  before  the  action, 
the  law  would  presume  satisfaction — ^the  verdict  in  the  ac- 
tion still  proceeded  on  the  plea  of  payment;  but  the  Court 
in  that  case  directed  the  jury  to  find  that  the  bond  was  satis- 
fied. Payment  of  interest  within  twenty  years,  however, 
woidd  prevent  such  presumption,  and  the  jury  would  then  be 


1856. 
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(a)  See  Selwyn's  Nisi  Prius,  6th  edit,  p.  135.       (b)  Id,  pp.  569, 670. 
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directed  to  find  that  the  bond  was  not  isatisfied.  It  was  held 
that  such  payment  might  be  proved  by  an  indorsement  on 
the  bond  acknowledging  the  payment  of  interest,  in  the 
handwriting  of  the  party  suing  on  the  bond,  because  such 
an  acknowledgment,  being  adverse  to  his  own  interest,  might 
be  given  in  evidence  to  rebut  the  presumption  of  satisfac- 
tion (a).*  I  am  incUned  to  think,  though  I  do  not  know  any 
direct  authority  to  that  eflfect,  that  payment  of  interest  on 
the  bond  by  any  person  having  such  an  interest  in  the  mat- 
ter as  a  devisee  for  life  of  the  obligor's  real  estate,  who  might 
have  been  sued  together  with  the  heir  in  an  action  on  the 
bond,  would  have  been  sufficient  under  the  old  law  to  rebut 
the  presumption  of  satisfek^tion. 


The  3  &  4  WilL  4,  c.  42,  &  3,  put  an  end  to  the  doctrine 
of  presumption,  and  imposed  a  peremptory  bar  by  prohibit- 
ing an  action  on  the  bond  after  it  had  remained  unrecognised 
for  twenty  yeara  There  is  an  exception  in  section  6,  that^  if 
any  acknowledgment  shall  have  been  made  either  by  writ- 
ing signed  by  the  party  liable,  or  his  agent,  or  by  part  pay- 
ment or  part  satisfaction,  an  action  may  be  brought  in  re- 
spect of  the  money  so  acknowledged  to  be  due  "  within 
twenty  years  after  such  acknowledgment  by  writing  or  part 
payment  or  part  satisfieu^ion;"  and  the  question  which  arose 
in  my  mind  was,  whether  the  Legislature  did  not  mean  to 
preserve  the  principle  of  presumption  of  payment,  to  adopt 
the  rule  that  the  bond  should  be  presumed  to  have  been 
paid,  and  to  enact  that  no  action  should  be  brought  upon  it 
if  there  had  been  no  payment  in  respect  of  it  within  twenty 
years,  but  to  leave  open  the  presumption,  and  to  allow  the 
action,  if  the  acknowledgment  or  part  payment  should  have 
been  made  within  that  tima  But  it  is  plain  that  this  right 
was  only  to  be  reserved  against  the  person  making  the  ac- 
knowledgment, because  the  section  proceeds  to  enact,  that 


(a)  See  SerUw.  Lord  Barringtony  Ld.  Raym.  1370. 
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''  in  case  the  person  or  persons  entitled  to  such  action  shall, 
at  the  time  of  such  acknowledgment,  be  imder  such  dis- 
ability as  aforesaid,  or  the  party  making  such  acknowledg- 
ment be  at  the  time  of  making  the  same  beyond  the  seas/' 
the  action  may  be  brought  within  twenty  years  after  the 
disability  has  ceased,  plainly  pointing  to  the  person  by 
whom  the  acknowledgment  was  made,  as  the  party  liable  to 
be  sued,  and  not  treating  the  acknowledgment  as  being  in 
itself  an  acknowledgment  which  should  set  the  right  free 
against  all  persons  liable  on  the  bond,  but  only  as  giving  a 
right  of  action  against  the  particular  party  who  made  the  ac- 
knowledgment There  is,  therefore,  an  absolute  prohibition 
of  any  action  upon  the  bond,  and  an  exception  only  of  the 
person  by  whom  an  acknowledgment  of  liability  may  have 
been  made  within  twenty  years;  and,  therefore,  on  the 
words  of  the  Act,  independently  of  any  question — ^whether 
the  person  making  such  acknowledgment  could,  by  his  own 
act,  bind  those  who  come  after  him  as  persons  entitled  in 
remainder — ^the  remedy  is  barred,  except  as  against  the 
party  making  the  acknowledgment 


1866. 


The  only  question  then  is^  whether  this  case  can  be  treat* 
ed  as  within  the  provisions  of  the  3  &  4  Will  4,  c.  27,  a  40 ; 
and,  if  so,  what  is  the  effect  of  that  section?  There  is  no 
authority  for  holding  the  bond  to  be  within  section  40  of 
that  Act ;  and,  in  the  absence  of  authority,  I  think  I  am 
bound  to  decide  that  it  is  not  The  terms  of  that  section 
are,  "  no  action  or  suit,  or  other  proceeding,  shall  be  brought 
to  recover  any  sum  of  money  secured  by  any  mortgage, 
judgment,  or  Uen,  or  otherwise  charged  upon  or  payable 
out  of  any  land  or  rent,  at  law  or  in  equity." 


Now,  certainly  in  one  sense,  a  bond  is  "payable  out  of" 
real  estate,  but  in  one  sense  only.  It  is  not  a  charge  upon 
real  estate.     It  simply  gives  the  obligee  a  right  of  action 
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1856»  against  the  heir  of  the  obligor,  if  named  in  the  bond,  which, 
RoDDAM  by  3  &  4  W.  &  M.  c.  14,  was  extended  to  the  devisee  of  the 
MoBLKT  obligor.  The  operation  of  that  statute  is  well  illustrated 
by  the  case  of  Hv/nivnjg  v.  Sheidrake  (a).  The  heir  being 
bound,  and  the  action  being  against  him  in  respect  of  the 
real  estate  descended  to  him,  the  statute  3  &  4  W.  &  M. 
c.  14,  annuls  a  devise  of  the  land,  and  leaves  the  estate  in 
the  hands  of  the  heir,  so  as  to  enable  the  obligee  to  sue 
him.  But  the  Court  of  common  law,  in  such  a  case,  is  bound 
to  perform  one  of  the  functions  of  the  Court  of  Chancery ; 
the  Plaintiff  must  make  parties  to  the  action  all  persons 
who  claim  imder  the  devise,  in  order  that  they  may  see  that 
the  accounts  are  properly  taken,  to  ascertain  the  amount  of 
the  debt:  and  where  there  was  no  heir,  as  no  action  could  be 
brought  against  the  Crown  claiming  by  escheat,  the  estate 
could  not  be  recovered  from  the  devisees,  because  no  action 
could  be  brought  against  them  alone.  The  remedy  is  a  per- 
sonal remedy  in  damages  against  the  Defendants  to  the  ac- 
tion, but  the  amoimt  of  damages  to  be  recovered  would  be 
measured  by  the  quantity  of  land  descended.  The  parties 
are  liable  to  the  amount  of  the  bond  debt»  but  on  obtaining 
judgment  the  obligee  can  only  proceed  against  the  land. 
Then,  in  order  to  prevent  circuity  of  action,  and  to  avoid  a 
race  between  several  bond  creditors  to  obtain  judgments  to 
affect  the  land,  it  is  the  practice  to  file  a  bill  in  Chancery,  and 
this  Court  will  distribute  the  property  among  all  the  bond 
creditors  as  far  as  it  will  go,  as  personal  estate  is  administered 
among  simple  contract  creditors.  These  provisions  do  not 
make  a  bond  debt  a  debt  ''  charged  on  or  payable  out  of 
land,"  within  the  3  &  4  Will  4,  c.  27,  s.  40.  That  is  made 
more  clear  from  the  language  of  a  subsequent  part  of  that 
section.  The  Act  proceeds:  "  Unless  in  the  meantime  some 
part  of  the  principal  money,  or  some  interest  thereon,  shall 

(a)  9M.&W.  260. 
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have  been  paid,  or  some  acknowledgment  of  the  right  there- 
to shall  have  been  given  in  writing  signed  by  the  person  by 
whom  the  same  shall  be  payable,  or  his  agent,  to  the  person 
entitled  thereto  or  his  agent."     That  must  refer  to  some 
person  connected  with  the  land.     As  it  was  said  in  Elvy 
V.  Norwood  (a),  that  section  of  the  Act  is  dealing  only  with 
charges  on  the  land,  and  the  "  party  by  whom  the  same  shall 
be  payable"  there  means  a  party  liable  in  respect  of  his  in- 
terest in  the  land.     The  person  who  paid  interest  in  this 
case  being  a  devisee  of  a  limited  interest  in  the  land,  and 
subject  to  be  joined  as  party  in  an  action  on  the  bond,  can- 
not be  said  to  be  a  party  by  whom  the  same  is  payable,  nor 
can  the  bond  debt  be  treated  as  divisible  between  him  and 
those  entitled  in  remainder,  so  as  to  make  him  liable  to  pay 
interest  upon  it  in  respect  of  his  life  estate.     The  truth  is, 
the  tenant  for  life  of  the  obligor's  real  estate  is  liable  to  be 
joined  as  a  Defendant  in  an  action  for  the  whole  debt.     It 
may  be  necessary  to  come  into  a  Court  of  equity  afterwards 
to  arrange  the  rights  of  the  parties.     He  is  not  like  a  tenant 
for  life  of  an  estate  subject  to  a  mortgage,  which  is  a  dis- 
tinct charge  upon  the  land,  and  as  to  which  the  equity  of 
the  parties  interested  is,  that  the  tenant  for  life  is  liable  to 
keep  down  the  interest  as  between  himself  and  the  remain- 
derman.    That  accounts  for  the  decision  in  Burrell  v.  Lord 
Egremont  (b) :  as  long  as  the  interest  is  paid  by  a  person 
who  is,  by  the  rules  of  equity,  liable  to  such  payment,  the 
debt  is  kept  alive.     There  is  no  analogy  fix)m  any  case  in 
equity  or  at  law,  to  make  the  tenant  for  life  of  an  obligor's 
real  estate  liable  to  pay  the  interest  on  a  bond  debt    The 
proper  course  for  the  obligee  is  to  obtain  a  judgment  at 
law  for  the  whole  debt  against  all  the  devisees,  or  to  have 
the  estate  sold  in  this  Court,  and  distributed  among  the 
several  claimants;  which  is  done  not  because  bond  debts 
are   payable   out  of  the  land,  but  only  because  such  a 
course  affords  a  more  easy  remedy  to  bond  creditora     In 

(a)  6  De  G.  &  S.  240.  {b)  7  Beav.  205. 
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Morley  v.  MoTley(a)  the  Lord  Chancellor  said:  *' The 
Statute  of  Westmvnster  gives  the  right  to  a  judgment 
creditor  to  take,  not  the  whole  of  the  lands,  but  half  of  the 
lands  in  execution  of  the  writ  of  elegit  as  it  is  called;  but 
ihe  right  that  a  bond  creditor  has  against  the  lands  of  the 
giver  of  the  bond  when  he  sues  the  heir,  whether  that  be  a 
right  by  statute  or,  as  I  believe  it  is,  a  right  by  common  law, 
is  a  right  to  treat  the  heir  as  being  a  debtor,  and  to  recover 
judgment  against  him  on  the  debt,  but  limited  in  this  way, 
that  he  is  to  take  his  execution  from  the  lands  that  have 
descended  upon  the  heir  from  the  ancestor,  and  according  to 
the  form  that  is  expressly  stated  in  the  judgment,  and  then 
upon  that  a  writ  of  elegit  issues  to  the  sheriff  commanding 
him  to  inquire  of  what  lands  the  ancestor  died  seised,  and 
what  descended  to  the  judgment  debtor,  and  of  what  lands 
the  judgment  debtor  was  seised  at  the  time  the  writ  was 
sued  outy  and  those  lands  he  was  desired  to  extend  and  take 
in  satisfetction  of  the  debt.  This  being  the  nature  of  the 
legal  rights  of  bond  creditors,  what  is  the  course  that  this 
Court  takes  in  respect  of  such  debt?  Why,  I  take  it  that 
this  Court  does  not  give,  or  aflfect  to  give,  to  such  creditors, 
equitable  rights,  any  more  than  it  would  to  simple  contract 
creditors,  or  to  bond  creditors  in  respect  of  the  personal 
assets;  and,  although  equitable  rights  are  enforced  in  this 
Court,  it  is  merely  that  this  Court  makes  itself  auxiliary  to 
giving  a  more  convenient  redress,  because  it  is  intended  to 
be  practically  the  same,  or  that  which  they  would  all  have 
got  at  law,  if  they  had  all  sued  concurrently." 

I  cannot,  therefore,  hold  that  this  case  comes  within  the 
40th  section  of  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  27.  If  I  did,  I  do  not 
think  that  the  person  liable  to  pay  under  that  section  woiJd 
be  the  tenant  for  life  of  the  obligor's  real  estate,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  holding  a  payment  by  him  to  have  the  eflfect  of 
keeping  the  debt  alive  as  a  charge  against  the  estate. 


(a)  1  Jur.  N.  S.  1097. 
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The  bill  must  be  dismissed,  buty  as  the  question  is  new,  1856. 

without  costs.  BODDAM 

V. 

Mr.  WUlcock,  Q.  G,  referred  the  Court  to  another  case  of  Mowjnr. 

Dundas  v.  Blake  (a).  Judgmmt. 

(a)  11  Ir.  Eq.  138. 


GROVES  V.  WRIGHT.  I9th  <k  21^. 

Benjamin  weight,  by  his  will  and  codicil,  dated  Farming  &odi 

.         .  .     — LtgoJUtfar 

in  1826  and  1827  respectively,  after  directing  that  all  his  JAft^Profiu 

just  debts,  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses  and  charges  —.b^^:      * 

should  be  paid  and  discharged  by  his  executrix  thereinafter  -q^^^^^^l^^^ 

named ;  and,  after  certain  specific  bequests,  gave,  devised,  and  imple- 

and  bequeathed  all  the  rest,  residue,  and  remainder  of  his  bandiyaronot 

estate,  both  real  and  personal,  whether  in  possession,  rever-  Sso^'wn- 

sion,  remainder,  or  expectancy,  and  parts  and  shares  of  ^^*'*^' 

estates,  and  all  and  singular  his  right,  title,  and  interest  a  ^  of  them 

therein  or  thereto,  and  wheresover  the  same  might  be  situ-  not  confer  on 

ate,  and  of  which  he  should  or  might  die  seised;  and  all  his  ^®  t^abB^!*' 

household  goods  and  furniture,  plate,  linen,  and  china^  and  lute  intereBt 

household  efiects  whatsoever,  farmvug  stock  and  vnypUr     ^^^pom 

TTients  of  husbandry y  debts,  sum  and  sums  of  money,  and  ^®3^.®***^®^ , 

securities  for  money  and  other  the  personal  estate  of  which  and  imple- 

he  should  or  might  die  possessed,  unto  and  to  the  use  of  his  bandry  and  ro- 

son  the  Defendant  John  Wright,  his  son  in  law  the  Defend-  ^^*"^^^^ 

ant  Oeorge  Oroves,  and  the  testator's  wife  Elizabeth,  and  ©Btate  to  tnu- 

tees,  npon 
trust  to  per- 
mit his  wife  to  have  the  full  benefit  and  enjoyment  of  the  same  for  life,  and  then  to  sell 
them,  and  divide  the  proceeds  among  his  children.  The  widow,  after  the  testator's  death, 
with  the  assistance  of  her  son,  who  was  one  of  the  trustees  and  a  legatee  in  remainder,  car- 
ried on  the  testator's  farm,  and  took  additional  land  to  &rm  on  lease  in  the  name  of  her  son. 
On  the  death  of  the  widow: — Held,  that  the  lease  of  the  additional  land,  and  the  stock  there- 
on, beloDged  to  her  estate,  and  the  stock  on  the  original  {arm,  to  the  estate  of  her  husband. 

Heldf  that  the  son  was  bailiff  of  the  widow,  and,  on  his  making  a  daim  to  be  benefidallT 
entitled  to  the  additional  land  and  the  stock  thereon,  which  was  not  supported  by  any  en- 
dence  proving  a  gift  of  it  to  or  a  purchase  by  him,  he  was  made  to  pay  the  costs  occasioned 
by  such  claim ;  but  an  inquiiy  was  directed  whether  any  and  what  sum  was  proper  to  be 
allowed  him  as  bailiff. 


StaiemetU, 
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their  heirs,  upon  trufit  that  his  said  trustees,  or  the  survivors 
or  survivor  of  them,  his  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators, 
should  permit  and  suffer  his  wife  to  have  the  fiJl  use,  bene- 
fity  and  enjoyment  of  the  same  during  her  life,  if  she  should 
so  long  continue  his  widow  and  unmarried;  and  from  and 
immediately  after  the  decease  or  marriage  of  his  said  wife, 
upon  further  trust  to  convert  into  money  all  and  singular 
the  estate  and  property  thereinbefore  devised  and  bequeath- 
ed to  his  said  trustees  as  aforesaid ;  and,  for  that  purpose,  to 
execute  all  necessary  contracts,  acts,  deeds,  and  conveyances 
in  the  law  whatsoever;  and  upon  further  trust,  to  pay  and 
divide  the  same  money  unto,  between,  and  amongst  his  son 
the  Defendant  John  Wright^  his  daughter  the  Plaintiff 
Mary,  the  wife  of  the  Defendant  George  Orovea,  and  his 
daughters  the  Plaintiff  Elizabeth,  the  wife  of  the  Plaintiff 
Jacques  Husband,  and  the  Plaintiff  Francis,  now  the  wife 
of  the  Plaintiff  Thomas  Orion,  and  his  son  the  Defendant 
Benjamin  Wright,  in  equal  shares  and  proportions,  and 
their  respective  executors  and  administrators ;  and  he  ap- 
pointed his  said  wife  his  sole  executrix. 

The  testator  died  on  the  13th  of  October,  1827,  and  his 
will  and  codicil  were,  shortly  after  his  death,  proved  by  the 
said  Elizabeth  Wright. 

The  only  further  facts  which  seem  necessary  to  be  stated 
for  the  purposes  of  this  report,  are  the  following: — 

Elizabeth  Wright  subsequently  entered  into  possession  of 
all  the  testator's  property,  and  paid  his  debts,  which  exceed- 
ed the  value  of  the  whole  property  so  given  to  her  for  life, 
including  the  farming  stock  and  effecta  The  widow,  there- 
fore, received  no  advantage  from  her  husband's  assets ;  all 
the  fanning  stock,  however,  remained  unsold,  and  the  widow 
therewith  continued  to  carry  on  the  farm.  Afterwards,  she 
took  additional  land  adjoining  to  farm,  on  a  leasee,  in  the 
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name  oiJohn  Wright;  and  she,  together  with  John  Wright 
and  two  of  her  daughters,  who  were  now  Plaintif&  in  this  suit^ 
lived  together  on  the  farms  so  occupied  by  her;  and  by  de- 
grees more  faxming  stock  was  added  to  that  left  by  the  tes- 
tator, to  enable  her  to  carry  on  the  larger  farm.  The  widow, 
moreover,  changed  the  name  which  was  on  the  farming 
stock  and  utensils  of  the  testator,  and  put  her  own  name 
upon  them;  and  John  Wright  never,  during  her  life,  made 
any  change  in  that  respect,  nor  in  any  way,  except  that,  on 
taking  the  larger  farm  in  1840,  it  was  taken  in  his  name, 
and  he  therefore  became  liable  to  the  rent 
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EUzaheth  Wright  died  on  the  30th  of  June,  1853,  intes- 
tate. The  Defendant  JSeTyamm  Wright  took  out  administra- 
tion to  her.  He  and  John  Wright,  and  the  three  female 
Flainti&,  were  the  sole  next  of  kin  of  the  said  Elizabeth 
Wright. 

The  bill  was  filed  to  carry  into  execution  the  trusts  of  the 
will  of  the  said  Benjamin  Wright,  and  to  administer  his 
real  and  personal  estate,  and  also  the  personal  estate  of  the 
said  EUzaheth  Wright  his  widow. 

The  principal  question  that  arose  was,  to  whom  the  farms 
and  farming  stock  thereon  belonged  on  the  death  oiEUzar 
beth  Wright. 

John  Wright  carried  on  the  farm  business  after  the  wi- 
dow's death,  and  now  claimed  to  be  beneficially  entitled  to 
the  farm  which  was  taken  in  his  name,  and  to  the  stock 
upon  it 

The  arguments  are  sufficiently  noticed  in  the  judgment 
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Mr.  James,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Cluipman  Barber,  for  the 
Plaintiffs. 


Mr.  Daniel,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  E.  F.  Smith,  for  John  Wright, 
Argument ,     ^^  Acheson  V.  Fair(a),  Oiddings  v.  Oiddvaga  (6),  Walker 
Y.Woodward  (c), 

Mr.  ToUer  and  Mr.  TorriaTW  for  the  other  Defendants. 

[Vice-Chancellor. — I  have  a  strong  impression  that  this 
farming  stock  was  the  property  of  the  widow.  I  do  not 
think  that  I  ought  to  allow  the  case  to  go  to  law.  The 
stock  certainly  was  not  the  property  of  John  Wright,  who 
seems  to  have  been  bailiff  of  the  widow,  if  not  a  trustee ;  and 
a  question  may  arise  whether  he  cannot  claim  something  as 
bailiff  for  managing  the  farm.] 

Mr.  James,  Q.  C,  in  reply,  cited  England  v.  Dovms  (d). 
Judgment  was  reserved. 


F^.  2irt.        Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood,  after  stating 
Judgment.     ^^  facts,  and  conmienting  on  the  evidence,  proceeded  to 
give  judgment  as  follows : — 

The  effect  of  the  transactions  seems  to  be,  that  the  widow 
remained  at  the  time  of  her  death  the  owner  of  the  farm; 
and  that  John  Wright  was  her  bailiff,  giving  his  services  for 
the  benefit  of  his  mother  and  sisters  and  himself,  who  were 
all  living  upon  this  property,  and  were,  during  the  widow's 
life,  supported  by  means  of  it;  and  I  think,  that,  when  the 
additional  farm  was  taken,  it  was  taken  by  the  widow,  and, 
as  it  was  stocked  by  her,  I  must  hold  that  the  stock,  as  well 
as  the  farm,  was  hers. 


(a)  3Dru.  &  War.  612. 

(b)  3  Boss.  241. 


(c)  1  Russ.  107. 

(d)  6  Beav.  269. 
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The  legal  points  which  arise  upon  these  facts  are  pecu- 
liar, and  present  more  difficulty. 

The  first  question  is  on  die  efifect  of  the  bequest  of  farm- 
ing stock  to  the  widow  for  life,  and  a  direction,  that,  after 
her  death,  the  whole  should  be  sold,  without  any  direction 
for  carrying  on  the  business.  I  cannot  think  that  the  doc- 
trine relating  to  things  quae  ipso  usu  consumimtur,  can 
have  any  application  to  a  gift  of  farming  stock.  That 
doctrine  applies  to  a  personal  use  exhausting  the  subject 
of  gifl^  I  must  regard  the  intention  of  the  testator.  He 
says  nothing,  it  is  true,  about  carrying  on  the  business; 
but  what  could  the  widow  have  done  with  the  property  so 
given  to  her?  Could  she  have  sold  it?  It  might  have 
been  sold  with  her  consent;  but,  in  that  case,  surely  the 
income  only  of  the  proceeds  must  have  been  paid  to  the 
widow  for  Ufa  That  is,  perhaps,  begging  the  question  of  the 
application  of  the  doctrine  as  to  things  quse  ipso  usu  con- 
sumimtur;  but  no  case  has  been  cited,  in  which,  the  whole 
of  the  testator's  fiftrming  stock  having  been  the  subject  of 
the  gifi^  that  doctrine  has  been  held  to  apply.  Where  all 
the  wine  in  a  house  is  given  to  one  for  life,  of  course  the 
legatee  for  life  may  drink  it.  And  there  was  a  case  in 
which  carriage  horses  were  held  to  come  within  the  same 
rule;  but  there  the  tenant  for  life  had  actually  used 
them.  Here,  farming  stock  is  given  for  the  benefit  of  the 
testator's  widow  for  life.  She  could  not  personally  use  it 
so  as  to  consume  it;  the  only  use  she  could  so  personally 
make  of  it  would  be  to  sell  it.  By  such  a  bequest,  the  testa- 
tor must,  I  think,  have  intended  that  his  widow  should  have 
the  use  of  the  stock,  contemplating  that  she  would  carry 
on  the  business  of  the  farm  with  it.  She  might  have  allowed 
the  stock  to  be  sold,  and  have  taken  the  income  of  the  pro- 
duce for  life,  leaving  the  capital  to  the  legatees  in  remain- 
der;  or  if  not,  I  must  suppose  that  the  testator  contemplated 
that  she  would  carry  on  the  business;  and  if,  in  the  course 

aa2 
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1856.  of  such  business,  it  was  necessary  that  any  part  of  the  farm- 
Gboves  ing  stock  should  be  sold,  then  the  substituted  stock  would 
Wright.       foUow  the  course  of  the  original  subject  of  the  bequest. 

**^'''*^  '  Then  the  difficult  part  of  the  case  is  this:  The  widow,  be- 

ing entitled  to  use  this  farming  stock  during  her  life  for 
her  own  benefit,  would  of  course  be  entitled  to  all  the  pro- 
fits which  she  made  by  such  use.  She  seems  to  have  found 
the  farm  business  profitable,  and  she  extended  it;  and  in- 
stead of  60  acres,  I  find  that  she  occupied  240  acrea  Would 
it  be  just  that  the  fhiits  of  her  personal  labour  should  be 
added  to  the  estate  of  the  testator,  when,  certainly,  if  she  had 
invested  it  in  the  funds,  no  one  could  say  it  was  not  her  own. 
So,  if  she  had  bought  an  estate,  or  if  she  had  taken  another 
feurm  a  few  miles  off,  and  had  applied  her  surplus  profits  m 
stocking  it,  keeping  sufficient  stock  on  the  £Eirm  of  the  tes- 
tator to  carry  it  on  as  usual,  all  that  the  legatees  in  remain- 
der could  have  claimed  would  have  been  the  stock  on  the 
sixty-acre  farm,  and  not  that  which  had  been  bought  with 
the  profits  made  by  the  labour  of  the  tenant  for  life,  any 
more  than  they  could  have  claimed  the  money  if  she  had  in- 
vested her  profits  in  the  fimds.  Therefore,  if  the  two  farms 
which  the  widow  occupied  had  been  separate,  no  difficulty 
would  have  arisen  on  this  point  The  stock  on  the  sixty- 
acre  farm  would  then  have  belonged  to  the  testator's  estate, 
and  the  stock  on  the  other  farm  would  have  been  her  own. 
England  v.  Downs  (a)  does  not  assist  me  on  this  point  That 
was  a  case  of  a  different  character;  Lord  Langdale  there 
felt  the  difficulty  of  the  point  which  I  have  now  to  consider. 
A  lady  had,  settled  to  her  separate  use,  property  in  the  na- 
ture of  stock  in  trade.  Her  husband  appropriated  it,  and 
applied  it  to  his  own  use,  it  being  in  the  nature  of  trust  pro- 
perty; and  Lord  Lcmgdale  seems  to  have  considered,  that, 
as  the  husband  had  done  so,  he  could  not  as  against  his  wife 
claim  the  accretions ;  but  that  the  accretions  of  the  trust 

(a)  6  Beav.  269. 
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property  must  belong  to  the  trust:  and  that  was  all  that  he 
decided.  Lord  Langdale's  words  in  his  judgment  in  that 
case,  are  :  *'  Here  the  wife  was  entitled  for  her  separate  use; 
she  might  have  received  the  profits  of  this  trade,  and  either 
spend  them  or  lay  them  out  in  increasing  the  capital  If 
she  laid  out  those  profits  in  increasing  the  capital,  which 
would  be  for  her  separate  use,  could  her  husband  at  any 
time  have  the  right  to  say  that  the  increase  of  capital  should 
be  for  his  benefit,  and  not  continue  for  the  purpose  for  which 
she  intended  to  increase  the  capital  belonging  to  the  trada 
Mr.  Chandleaa  very  forcibly  put  the  case,  how  would  it  be 
as  to  the  wife  herself?  If  the  wife  herself  had  received  the 
di£ferent  sums  of  money  which  became  due  in  the  course  of 
the  business,  and,  instead  of  spending  that  money,  had 
thought  fit  to  lay  it  out  in  increasing  the  capital,  would  it 
not  have  been  necessary  for  her  to  say,  I  intend  this  increase 
of  the  capital  as  a  permanent  investment  for  the  benefit  of 
the  trust.  I  think  that  is  a  question  of  some  difficulty.  I 
do  not  think  that  is  quite  so  clear  as  it  has  been  considered 
to  be  in  argxmient." 


Jud^fmefU, 


In  this  case,  the  widow  rightly  took  possession  of  the  pro- 
perty. It  was  her  property,  to  use,  if  she  thought  fit,  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  on  the  business;  and  having  properly 
so  used  it,  the  question  is,  is  the  property  to  be  treated 
as  if  it  were  simply  trust  property,  in  which  case,  if  a 
trustee  mixes  the  trust  property  with  his  own,  he  is  bound 
to  distinguish  such  parts  of  it  as  he  claims  to  be  entitled  to. 
It  is  said,  the  rule  is  the  same  in  case  of  a  person  claiming 
to  be  the  beneficial  owner  of  property;  and,  no  doubt,  if 
there  were  a  substantial  difficulty  in  distinguishing  the  dif- 
ferent parts  of  it,  that  would  be  the  result  But  I  think  that 
there  is,  in  this  case,  a  means  of  distinguishing  it,  though 
I  shall  have  to  put  the  parties  to  some  expense  in  the  mode 
of  doing  that,  which  must  be  the  consequence  of  the  course 
which  they  have  taken  in  this  matter. 
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Judgment. 
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If  the  widow  had  simply  carried  on  the  farm,  and  wiih 
the  surplus  profits  had  stocked  another  farm,  the  stock  on 
the  original  farm  would  belong  to  the  testator's  estate,  and 
the  other  stock  would  be  the  widow's  own.  I  think  the  same 
rule  may  be  applied,  and  that  I  may  make  a  declaration 
to  the  effect,  that  the  widow  of  the  testator,  having  carried 
on  the  farming  business  of  the  testator  after  his  death,  and 
having  therein  employed  the  farming  stock  and  effects  be^ 
queathed  to  her  for  life,  and  having  also  carried  on  ihe  bu- 
siness on  additional  land  which  was  afterwards  taken  in  ihe 
name  of  John  Wright,  was  entitled  to  aU  such  fsurming 
stock  and  effects  as,  at  her  decease,  were  on  the  said  addi- 
tional farm,  and  would  be  properly  attributable  to,  and 
would  be  fit  and  proper  for  the  carrying  on  of  the  fieurming 
business  upon  such  additional  land ;  but  that  the  testator's 
estate  was  entitled  to  all  such  farming  stock  as  was  on  the 
original  land,  and  was  proper  for  carrying  on  the  farming 
business  of  the  testator  at  his  death.  Then  there  must  be  an 
inquiry  whaty  according  to  this  declaration,  should  be  taken 
to  be  the  farming  stock  of  the  testator  and  of  the,  widow 
respectively,  and  the  respective  values  thereof  at  the  time 
of  the  decease  of  the  widow. 


I  now  proceed  to  consider  what  are  the  rights  of  John 
Wright  in  this  matter.  It  was  argued,  that  I  ought  to 
leave  this  question  to  be  decided  in  an  action  of  trover;  but 
I  think  that  such  action,  or  any  other  proceeding  at  law, 
could  not  properly  determine  the  specific  rights  of  the  par- 
ties in  a  case  circumstanced  like  the  present  To  say  no- 
thing of  the  fact  that  the  administrator  has  declined  to  pro- 
ceed at  law,  the  case  seems  to  be  necessarily  one  for  the 
decision  of  a  Court  of  equity,  and  I  have  no  difficulty  in 
coming  to  the  conclusion  that  John  Wright  was  not  the 
owner  of  any  part  of  this  property.  I  shall,  therefore,  de- 
clare that  the  farm  on  which  the  widow  resided  at  the  time 
of  her  death,  was  occupied  and  fiEU'med  by  John  Wright  as 
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bailififoragent  of  the  widow;  and  that  the  fanning  stock  and 
effects  thereon  at  the  time  of  the  decease  of  the  widow  form- 
ed part  of  her  personal  estate,  and  ought  to  have  been  sold 
at  her  decease.  Inquire  of  what  the  stock  and  effects  on 
the  said  farm  now  consist,  because  there  may  have  been  an 
alteration  since  her  death ;  and  then  declare  the  same,  that 
is,  what  it  now  consists  of,  including  any  accretions  made 
to  the  said  stock  and  effects,  as  the  same  existed  at  the 
death  of  the  widow,  by  means  of  the  employment  and  use 
thereof  by  the  said  John  Wright,  ought  to  be  deemed  to  be 
part  of  the  personal  estates  of  the  testator  and  of  the  widow 
respectively,  and  ought  to  be  apportioned  between  the  two 
estates  according  to  the  respective  values  of  such  stock  and 
effects  at  the  death  of  the  widow  as  shall  have  been  appor- 
tioned to  their  said  estate& 


JudgmeHt. 


Another  question  is,  what  is  to  be  done  as  to  John 
Wright's  position  in  respect  of  the  property.  I  do  not  think 
it  fair  to  exclude  him  from  all  compensation  for  carrying  on 
this  business ;  and  I  am  of  opinion,  that  I  should  treat  him 
as  a  bailiff  for  the  widow,  and  not  simply  as  her  trustee, 
which  character  I  think  it  is  impossible  to  consider  that  he 
held.  I  shall  therefore  direct  an  inquiry,  whether  he  has 
expended  any  money  of  his  own,  independently  of  his  receipts 
as  bailiff  of  the  widow,  in  carrying  on  such  farming  business, 
and  what  is  proper  to  be  allowed  him  in  respect  of  such  pay- 
menta  Then  inquire  whether  he  is  liable  for  the  rent  or 
otherwise  in  respect  of  the  said  farm  being  taken  in  his 
name,  and  direct  that  he  is  to  be  indemnified  against  such 
liability  out  of  the  estate  of  the  widow.  Inquire  whether 
any  and  what  siun  is  proper  to  be  allowed  to  the  said  John 
Wright  for  the  management  of  the  said  business,  r^ard 
being  had  to  his  having  been  maintained  thereout,  and  to 
any  excess  of  his  receipts  over  his  payments  in  respect 
thereof.  Let  all  necessary  accounts  be  taken  for  the  pur- 
poses aforesaid.     Appoint  a  receiver,  with  liberty  to  any  of 
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Judffment, 


the  parties  to  propose  themselves;  because  I  do  not  wish  to 
dispossess  JbAn  Wright,  if  he  can  give  proper  security.  Tax 
the  costs  of  the  Defendant  Oroves  occasioned  by  this  un- 
founded claim  of  John  Wright  to  be  the  owner  of  the  pro- 
perty, and  order  John  Wright  to  pay  those  costs.  Inq\iire 
whether  any  and  what  part  of  the  testator's  real  estate  has 
been  sold  since  his  decease,  and  by  whom  the  produce 
thereof  has  been  received,  and  how  the  same  and  every  part 
thereof  has  been  applied.  Sell  the  rest  of  the  testator's 
real  estate.  Take  the  usual  accoimt  of  the  personal  estate 
of  the  widow.  Tax  the  costs  of  the  PlaintilB^  and  of  the  De- 
fendant Oroves,  of  so  much  of  the  suit  as  was  occasioned  by 
the  unfoimded  claim  of  the  said  John  Wright  to  be  the 
owner  of  the  said  farming  stock  and  effects,  and  direct  the 
said  John  Wright  to  pay  such  costs ;  and  no  further  costs  are 
to  be  allowed  in  respect  of  so  much  of  the  said  suit  as 
relates  to  such  claim. 


Reserve  further  consideration  and  the  other  costs  of  the 
suit     Liberty  to  apply. 


None. — ^There  were  other  matters  in  the  decree  not  material  to  this 
report. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


TEE  V.  FERRIS. 

Feb.  22nd. 

Robert  SUPLE,  by  his  wm,  dated  the  18th  of  Au-  Ooi^y- 

gust,  184-6,   after  making  several  specific  devises  and  be-  ^g^l^^^^^Zfi 

quests  of  part  of  his  real  and  personal  estates,  devised  and  ^-^^  ^^'•^ 

bequeathed  all  the  rest,  residue,  and  remainder  of  his  free-  7  Willi  A  l 

hold,  leasehold,  and  copyhold  lands  and  hereditaments,  imto  prwd, 

and  to  the  use  of  the  Plaintifife  Tee^  Chanter,  and  WUU,  Te»t«^de- 

the  Defendant  Ferris,  and  one  Dix,  their  heirs,  executors,  ▼wed  real  and 

administrators,  and  assigns,  upon  trust  for  sale.     And  after  pertytoi^and 

directing  the  payment  of  certain  legacies  out  of  the  proceeds  ^eirhSl^ 

of  the  sale,  the  testator  declared,  that,  afl;er  payment  of  such  execntow,  ko. 

.         .  i   as  tenants  in 

legacies,  and  of  certain  legacy  duty,  his  said  trustees  should  common;  and 

stand  possessed  of  the  siu-plus  of  such  proceeds  for  such  in-  rwidumor 

tents  and  purposes,  and  in  such  manner  as  he  should  by  a  Sl^f^^*^' 

codicil,  which  it  was  his  intention  forthwith  to  make,  direct  them  and  aign- 

or  appoint,  give,  or  bequeath  the  sama     He  then  directed  tator,  but  not 

his  executors  to  stand  possessed  of  his  residuary  personal  expro^^hia 

estate  and  effects  for  such  intents  and  purposes  and  in  such  confidence 

.  that  they 

manner  as  he  should  by  codicil  direct  or  appoint,  give,  or  would  appro- 
bequeath  the  same ;  and  declared  it  to  be  his  will,  that,  if  ^^to  c£^ 
either  of  his  trustees  and  executors  therein  named  should  de-  ntableobjeota. 
cline  to  prove  his  will,  and  act  in  the  execution  of  the  trusts  ^f  ^^e  tMta-^ 
thereby  reposed  in  him,  he  should  lose  and  forfeit  all  claims,  *^"  ^7^*^* 

benefits,  and  interests  thereimder.     And  the  testator  there-  memorandum, 

which  for  six- 
teen months 
had  been  kept  secret  by  the  testator,  were  read  oyer  to  him  in  the  pretence  of  P.,  by  a  soli- 
citor, who  was  in  attendance  at  the  testator's  request,  communicated  through  P,,  to  take  in- 
structiona  for  a  codicil.  The  Plaintifis  remained  in  ignorance  of  the  existence  of  the  me- 
morandum, and  of  its  contents,  until  after  the  testator's  death : — Hdd,  that,  with  respect 
to  P.,  the  case  was  the  same  as  if  the  testator  had  himself  communicated  to  him  the  con- 
tents of  the  memorandum;  and  that  P*»  silence  when  the  memorandum  was  read,  was  equi- 
valent to  an  undertaking  ou  his  part  to  carry  the  testator's  intentions,  as  therein  expressed, 
into  effect ;  the  Court  therefore  declared,  that  the  one-fourth  share  given  to  P.  was  affected 
by  the  trusts'  of  the  memorandum,  so  far  as  they  were  valid ;  and  that  such  trusts  were  in- 
valid as  to  real  estate,  and  as  to  personal  estate  affected  with  realty. 

But  kdd  also,  that  the  devise,  being  to  P.  and  the  Plaiutifis  as  tenants  in  common,  the 
Plaintiffs  were  not  affected  by  the  communication  of  the  testator's  intentions  to  P.,  and  were 
entitled  to  the  remaining  tliree-fourths  as  tenants  in  common. 
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1856.         by  appointed  the  Plaintiflfe,  the  Defendant  Ferris,  and 
Dix  executors  in  trust  of  his  wilL 


gi^lj^^^^  By  a  codicil  of  even  date  with,  and  executed  immediately 
after^  his  will,  the  testator,  after  bequeathing  certain  specific 
and  pecuniary  legacies,  gave  and  bequeathed  the  residue  of 
the  proceeds  of  his  real  estate,  and  also  the  residue  of  his 
personal  estate  not  disposed  of  by  his  will  and  codicil,  to  his 
trustees  and  executors,  the  Plaintifib  and  Ferris,  eqwaUy 
between  them. 

On  the  same  day,  the  ISUi  of  August^  1846,  the  testator, 
after  the  execution  of  the  codicil  of  that  date,  signed  a  letter, 
directed  to  the  Plaintiff  and  the  Defendant  Ferris,  which 
was  as  follows: — 

Bristol,  August  18th,  1846. 

**  Gentlemen, — ^In  consequence  of  not  being  able  at  pre- 
sent to  decide  upon  disposal  of  the  residue  of  the  proceeds 
of  my  real  and  personal  estates,  I  have,  by  a  codicil  to  my 
will  of  this  date,  bequeathed  the  same  to  you,  to  prevent  in- 
convenience which  might  result  fix>m  claims  by  my  rela- 
tions in  Ireland,  for  whom  I  have  liberally  provided  by  my 
will,  to  any  part  of  my  undisposed  property;  but  I  have 
adopted  this  course  in  the  entire  confidence,  that  if  I  should 
from  any  circumstances  die  without  making  a  disposition  of 
such  residue,  that  you  will  appropriate  it  to  charity  objects, 
in  your  sound  discretion ;  in  doing  which  I  beg  to  claim  your 
attention  to  the  Orphan  Asylum  at  Hooks  Mill,  BristoL 
I  am  Gentlemen,  yours  truly, 

(Signed)  Robert  Suple, 

To  Charles  Tee,  James  Chanter,  Richard  Ferris,  and 
William  Day  Wills,  Esquires,  trustees  and  executors 
in  my  will." 

By  a  second  codicil,  executed  by  the  testator  on  the  20th 
of  December,  1847,  (the  day  of  his  death),  the  testator  re- 
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yoked  some  pecuniary  legacies,  and  authorised  his  trustees 
to  postpone  the  sale  of  his  real  estate  for  a  period  not  ex- 
ceeding three.years;  and,  in  that  case,  directed  interest  to 
be  paid  at  4tl.  per  cent,  on  certain  of  the  legacies  previously 
given. 

The  will  and  both  codicils  were  proved  by  the  Plaintiffs 
and  the  Defendant  Ferris;  Dix,  having  refused  to  jNTOve, 
renounced  probate  and  disclaimed  by  deed  all  the  trusts  of 
the  wilL 

The  bill  was  ffled  by  Tee,  Chanter,  and  WiUa.  Ferris, 
Francis  Hogam,  (the  heir-at-law  of  the  testator),  the  tes- 
tator's next  of  kin,  and  the  Attomey-Qeneral  were  the  De- 
fendants. 

The  Flaintiffii  charged  by  their  bill,  that  the  testator 
never  parted  with  the  letter  of  the  18th  of  August,  1846; 
that  they  were  not  aware  of  the  existence  of  that  letter  till 
after  the  testator's  death ;  thaty  during  his  lifetime,  the  con- 
tents, purport,  or  efiTect  of  the  letter  were  never  communi- 
cated to  the  Plaintiff,  or  any  of  them;  and  that  they  had 
never  accepted,  or  in  any  manner  assented  to,  or  carried  out 
the  trusts  therein  contained;  that  the  testator  never  com- 
municated to  the  Plaintifib,  or  any  of  them,  that  he  had 
made  or  intended  to  make  such  ccidicil,  or  that  he  intended 
to  devise  or  bequeath  any  part  of  his  real  or  personal  estate 
to  any  charitable  purpose,  or  that  he  wished  that  such  real 
and  personal  estate,  or  the  proceeds  thereof,  or  any  part 
thereof,  should  be  applied  for  any  charitable  purpose. 

The  bill  contained  an  admission  that  the  letter,  and  the 
testator's  will  and  first  codicil,  were  read  to  the  Defendant 
Ferris  in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  the  testator. 

The  bill  prayed  for  the  usual  administration  decree;  and 
for  a  declaration  that  the  dear  residue  of  the  testator's  per- 
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1856.  sonal  estate,  and  of  the  produce  of  his  real  estate,  was  divi- 
sible into  four  equal  parts;  and  that  each  of  the  Plaintiffs 
was  entitled  to  one  such  equal  fourth  part  for  his  own  abso- 
lute use  and  benefit  And  it  further  prayed,  that  the  rights 
of  all  parties  in  and  to  the  remaining  one  equal  fourth  part 
might  be  ascertained  and  declared. 

The  charges  in  the  bill,  as  stated  above,  were  supported 
by  the  evidence  in  the  cause. 

The  Defendant  Ferris,  by  an  aflSdavit  in  the  cause,  de- 
posed as  follows: — 

•*  To  the  best  of  my  belief  the  testator  never  parted  with 
the  letter  referred  to  in  the  bill,  but  retained  it  in  his  pos- 
session up  to  the  time  of  his  decease.  I  was  not  aware  of 
the  existence  of  the  letter  until  the  20th  of  December,  1  84j7, 
(the  day  of  the  testator's  death).  I  had  known  the  testator 
for  thirty  years  and  upwards  previously  and  up  to  the  time 
of  his  decease,  and  had  been  on  terms  of  intimate  acquaint- 
ance with  him  during  the  whole  of  that  period,  and  was  in 
the  habit  of  almost  daily  conmiimication  with  him.  On  the 
20th  of  December,  1847,  I  was  with  the  testator  at  his 
house;  and  some  conversation  having  taken  place  between  us 
in  relation  to  his  will,  I  was  requested  by  the  testator  to 
fetch  to  him  one  Isaac  Cooke,  late  of  the  city  of  Bi^tol,  so- 
licitor, but  now  deceased,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  into 
effect  some  alterations  which  the  testator  wished  to  make  in 
the  disposition  of  his  property.  Upon  my  return  to  the 
testator  in  company  with  Isaac  Cooke,  after  some  conver- 
sation had  passed  between  him  and  the  testator  relative  to 
the  alterations  desired  by  him  in  his  will,  I  was  requested 
by  the  testator  to  fetch  his  will  from  his  repository ;  and  I 
accordingly  brought  from  the  repository  a  sealed  packet, 
which  contained  the  will  and  first  codicil,  and  with  the  let- 
ter referred  to  in  the  bill,  and  delivered  the  same  to  Isaac 
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CookCy  who  then  opened  the  packet    lao/oc  Cooke  then  sug- 
gested that  (for  the  purpose  of  taking  instructions  for  the 
alterations  required)  he  should  read  aloud  to  the  testator  the 
will  and  first  codicil,  and  also  the  letter,  which  he  accord- 
ingly did;  and  I  then,  for  the  first  time  and  firom  the  acci- 
dent of  my  being  present  at  the  time  Isaac  Cooke  was  tak- 
ing instructions  for  the  preparation  of  the  second  codicil  to 
the  will  of  the  testator,  became  aware  of  the  existence  and 
of  the  contents  of  the  letter.     The  letter  was  not  communi- 
cated to  me  at  the  desire  of  the  testator;  and  there  never 
existed  any  understanding  between  me  and  the  testator  that 
I  would  carry  into  eflfect  any  of  the  wishes  and  views  ex- 
pressed in  the  letter,  or  that  I  would  hold  the  property 
devised  by  the  testator's  will  and  codicil,  or  any  part  there- 
of, upon  any  trust;  and  I  never  in  any  manner  accepted, 
admitted,  or  acknowledged  any  such  alleged  trust     The 
testator  in  his  lifetime  gave  me  distinctly  to  understand, 
and  on  one  occasion  positively  assured  me,  that  I  should  be 
one  of  his  residuary  legatees,  and  should  derive  considerable 
personal  benefit  imder  his  will" 


1856. 


SuUemiefiU,, 


Mr.  Roll,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  PiggoU,  for  the  Plaintiflfe. 

The  Plaintiffi  are  entitled  each  to  one-fourth  part  of  the 
residue  of  the  testator's  personal  estate,  and  of  the  produce 
of  his  real  estate,  for  their  own  absolute  use  and  benefit 

Upon  the  face  of  the  will  and  codicil,  the  gift  to  the 
Plaintifis  is  an  absolute  gift  for  their  own  use  and  benefit 
The  Court  cannot  look  upon  a  docmnent  like  the  letter  of 
the  18th  of  August,  1846,  which  is  not  executed  and  attest- 
ed in  conformity  with  the  Act  7  Will  4  &  1  Vict  a  26;  fof 
it  is  the  duty  of  the  Court  to  support  that  statute  as  much 
as  the  statute  9  Geo.  2,  c.  36 :  WaUgrave  v.  Tebbs  (a),    Nor 


Argumml. 


(a)  Supra,  p.  313. 
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1866^  can  that  letter  be  relied  on  as  being  such  a  communication 
of  the  testator's  intentions  in  making  the  gift,  as  to  raise  a 
secret  trust  So  long  as  the  testator  lived,  neither  the  letter 
nor  any  part  of  its  contents  was  ever  communicated  to  any 
of  the  Plaintiffs;  and  the  circumstance  of  the  letter  having 
been  accidentally  communicated  to  the  Defendant  Ferris, 
when  the  testator  was  almost  in  the  article  of  death,  and 
after  it  had  been  for  sixteen  months  carefully  kept  out  of 
sight  by  the  testator,  is  one  which  cannot  affect  the  Flain- 


.  This  case  is  not  like  Russell  v.  Jackson{d),  which  was  a 
dear  case  of  fraud.  A.  positive  arrangement  had  there  been 
entered  into  between  the  testator  and  one  of  the  devisees, 
that  the  intentions  of  the  testator  should  be  carried  into 
efifect;  the  will  was  made  after,  and  in  consequence  o(  that 
anangement^  and,  under  the  will  so  made,  the  devisees  were 
to  take  as  joint  tenanta  One  of  the  devisees  having  been 
guilty  of  fraud,  it  was  impossible  for  the  other,  consistently 
with  Huguenva  v.  Basdey  (b),  to  derive  a  benefit  under  the 
fraud  so  committed  (c).  Here,  there  was  no  arrangement 
with  any  of  the  devisees,  and  the  devise  is  made  to  the  par- 
ties not  as  joint  tenants,  but  as  tenants  in  oonrnxon. 

Mr.  Chandless,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  S.  Thompson,  for  the  De- 
fendant I'ems. 

The  Defendant  Ferris  is  entitled  to  the  remaining  one 
equal  fourth  part  of  the  dear  residue  of  the  testator's  per- 
aonal  estate,  and  of  the  produce  of  his  real  estate. 

Wattgrave  v.  Tebbs  (d)  shews,  that»  to  constitute  such  a 
trust  for  a  charity  as  shall  render  a  devise  void  imder  the 
8tal9Qea2,  a  86,  all  the  dements  of  an  ordinary  trust  are 

(o)  10  Hm«,  S04.  (e)  10  Hu^  SIS. 

(fr)  14  Yes.  889.  (d)  Supm,  p.  313. 
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requisite.  Lord  Eldon's  observations  at  the  close  of  his 
judgment  in  Muckleston  v.  Brown  (a),  shew  that  there  must 
be  some  "  bargain,"  some  agreement  or  understanding,  be- 
tween the  testator  and  the  devisee;  that  the  testator's  in- 
tention in  making  the  gift  must  have  been  communicated 
in  such  a  manner  as  to  constitute  *'  a  contract  with  the 
devisee:"  Per.  Lord  Eldon  in  SticJdand  v.  Aldridge  (6), 
commenting  on  Lord  Hardwicke  mAddlington  Y.Ca/n/n(c). 
And  with  this  agree  Podmore  v.  Owwai/ng  (d),  and  all  the 
authorities  there  cited. 


^f^^flMMVW* 


Here,  there  has  been  no  such  bargain,  agreement,  or  un- 
derstanding. All  the  elements  requisite  to  constitute  a  trust 
are  wanting.  For  sixteen  months,  from  the  date  of  the  will 
to  the  death  of  the  testator,  the  letter  containing  the  testa- 
tor's intentions  was  anxiously  suppressed;  nor  was  it  until 
a  few  minutes  before  his  death  that  it  transpired,  and  then 
accidentally.  Though  read  to  the  testator  in  the  presence 
of  Ferris,  there  is  nothing  to  shew  that  the  testator  was 
aware  that  Ferris  heard  its  contenta  To  hold  that  such 
a  communication'  of  the  testator's  intentions  constitutes  a 
trust,  would  be  to  introduce  an  entirely  new  head  of  equity. 

[They  cited  also  Lortiax  v.  Ripley  (e).] 


Vice-Chancellob  Sib  W.  Page  Wood: — 

As  £»:  as  the  case  of  the  Defendant  Ferris  goes,  I  cannot 
allow  this  devise  to  take  effect.  It  is  well  settled  law,  that^ 
if  the  testator  had  read  over  to  Ferris  his  will,  and  also  the 
letter  of  the  18th  of  August*  1846,  and  said,  '  Mr.  Ferris, 
I  have  made  that  will,  and  written  that  letter  expressing 


JudgmmL 


(a)  6  Ves.  52,  69. 

(b)  9  VeB.  519. 
(e)  3  Atk  141. 


(d)  7  Sun.  644. 
(«)  19  Jar.  S72. 
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1856.  my  intentions  in  making  it;'  and  Ferris  had  said  notliing 
in  reply,  he  would,  in  this  Court,  have  been  taken  to  have 
contracted  to  carry  those  intentions  into  eflfect 


Judgment. 


It  is  argued,  that,  for  sixteen  months,  Ferris  knew  nothing 
about  the  letter.  But  the  facts  remain,  that  the  testator,  on 
his  death-bed,  sent  Ferris  to  fetch  his  solicitor,  "  for  the  pur- 
pose of  carrying  into  effect  some  alterations  which  he  wished 
to  make  in  the  disposition  of  his  property."  The  solicitor 
accordingly  attends  the  testator  to  make  "  some  alterations'' 
in  his  wilL  And  he  suggests,  that,  "  for  the  purpose  of  tak- 
ing instructions  for  the  alterations  required,  he  should  read 
aloud  to  the  testator  the  will  and  codicil,  and  also  the  let- 
ter;" and  he  does  this  accordingly,  and  does  it  in  the  pre- 
sence of  Ferris. 

The  Ecclesiastical  Court,  by  admitting  to  probate  the  oo- 
dibil  executed  by  the  testator  on  this  occasion,  has  deter- 
mined that  the  testator  was  then  of  sound  and  disposing 
mind,  m^nory,  and  understanding.  I  must  therefore  hold, 
that,  although  so  near  death,  he  was  perfectly  conscious  of 
all  that  took  place,  and  adopted  the  proceedings  of  his  soli- 
citor as  his  own;  and  I  must  treat  the  case  as  if  the  testator 
had  himself  read  over  all  these  documents  to  Mr.  Ferris. 

That  being  so,  it  is  impossible  to  contend  that  a  bene- 
ficiary, placed  in  such  a  position,  is  at  liberty  to  stand  by, 
and  say  nothing;  and,  having  so  stood  by  and  said  nothing, 
is  then  to  be  at  liberty,  after  the  testator's  death,  to  turn 
roimd  and  claim  the  benefit  given  him  on  the  face  of  the 
will,  as  if  it  had  been  given  to  him  absolutely. 

Of  course,  in  making  a  suggestion  of  fraud,  I  am  only 
suggesting  what  might  be  done  by  a  beneficiary  if  I  were  to 
accede  to  what  was  m-ged  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Ferris.  Mr. 
Ferris,  on  the  contrary,  has  behaved  very  honorably  in  the 
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matter.     But  for  what  he  has  stated,  the  Court  would  have        issa 
known  nothing  of  the  existence,  in  his  case,  of  any  secret 
trust  whatever. 

As  regards  the  Plaintiflfe,  I  think  they  have  distinguished      J^i'dgm€iu. 
their  case  from  that  of  Ruasell  v.  Jackson,  and  on  that  I 
must  hear  a  defence. 


Mr.  SeJ/wyn  and  Mr.  Cairns,  for  FroAficis  Hoga/a  the  heir-     Argument, 
at-law  of  the  testator,  and  for  the  testator's  next  of  kin. — 
Russell  V.  Jackson  is  a  clear  authority,  that  communication 
with  one  devisee  is  communication  with  all 

[The  ViCfi^CHANCELLOR. — In  Russell  v.  Jackson,  one  of 
two  devisees  had  procured  a  devise  to  be  made  to  himself 
and  the  other  devisee.] 

And  here  Ferris  has  procured  the  deviae  to  himself  and 
his  co-devisees  to  be  left  unrevoked,  which  amounts  to  the 
same  thing.  The  will  being  ambulatory  till  the  death,  it  is 
immaterial  whether  the  communication  was  made  before  or 
after  the  devise,  provided  it  preceded  the  testator's  death. 
Ferris,  by  his  conduct,  procured  the  devise  to  be  left  un- 
revoked, and  that  is  equivalent  to  procuring  the  devise  to 
be  made  in  the  first  instance. 

[The  Vice-Chancellok. — Suppose  a  testator  says  to  -4., 
*  I  have  given  Whiteacre  to  you  for  St  Bartholomeio's, 
Blackacre  to  5.,  for  St  Thomas',  and  Oreenaa^e  to  G.  for 
St  George's;  would  that  avoid  the  devises  to  B,  and  CJ] 

If  there  were  assent,  or  an  absence  of  dissent,  on  the  part 
of  A.,  the  whole  gift  would  be  bad.  Here  Ferris' s  having 
assented,  or  not  having  dissented, — which  amounts  to  the 
same  thing — has  prevented  the  testator  from  altering  his 

VOL.  IL  B  B  K.  J. 
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will,  as  he  would  otherwiae  have  done,  in  respect  of  all  the 
devisees. 

Then,  as  to  the  tenancy  in  common.  The  Court  looks,  in 
all  cases,  to  the  last  declaration  of  trust  The  last  declara- 
tion of  trust  is,  in  this  case,  contained  in  the  letter  of  the 
1 8th  of  August,  1846, — a  document  which  the  Court  has  al- 
ready admitted  in  evidence  by  reading  it  against  Ferris. 
And,  according  to  that  letter,  which  is  addressed  to  the  four 
devisees  as  "  trustees  and  executors  of  the  testator's  will," 
the  devisees  are  joint  tenanta  The  tenancy  in  common, 
therefore,  disappears ;  the  four  devisees  take  in  joint  tenancy ; 
the  principle  otRuaseU  v.  Jackson,  derived  from  Huguenin 
V.  Bdsdey,  applies ;  and  the  devise  is  void  as  to  all. 


Mr.  WicJcens,  for  the  Attorney-General,  took  no  part  in 
the  argument. 

A  reply  was  not  heard. 


Judgment,      ViCB-ChANCELLOR  SiR  W.  PAGE  WOOD: — 

If  my  decision  was  right  in  Wallgrave  v.  T€bh8(a),  that 
case,  and  not  Russell  v.  Jackson  (6),  is  the  authority  which 
governs  the  present.  The  principle  of  the  decision  inTTaH- 
grave  v.  Tebbs  was,  that  the  Statute  of  Frauds,^-or  rather  I 
should  say  the  Statute  of  Wills  (c),  by  which  the  Statute  of 
Frauds  is  now  in  this  respect  superseded, — ^is  to  be  upheld 
equally  with  the  Statute  of  Mortmain  (d).  And,  according 
to  the  Statute  of  Wills,  the  Plaintiffs  have  a  right  to  say  that 
the  Court  cannot  look  at  the  letter  of  the  J  8th  of  August, 
1846,  in  which,  as  it  is  alleged,  the  testator's  intentions  are 
expressed. 


(a)  Snpra,  p.  313. 
(6)  10  Hare,  204. 


(c)  7  Will.  4  &  1  Vict,  c  26. 

(d)  9  Geo.  2,  c.  36. 


Judgvumt. 
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On  the  Defendant  Ferris  the  Court  can  fix  a  trust;  not»  18/S6. 
however,  by  means  of  the  letter,  but  because,  by  the  reading 
of  that  letter  in  his  presence,  the  testator  was  in  effect  com- 
municating with  Ferris,  and  telling  him  all  its  contents.  In 
thus  fixing  a  trust  on  Ferris,  I  am  not  reading  the  letter,  as 
the  argument  for  the  heir  represented  me  as  doing,  as  part 
of  the  testator's  will.  On  the  contrary,  I  treat  the  case  as  if 
no  such  letter  had  ever  existed,  but  as  if  a  communication 
to  the  effect  contained  in  that  letter  had  been  made  viva 
voce  in  the  testator's  presence,  and  under  circumstances 
similar  in  all  other  respects  to  those  under  which  the  read- 
ing of  the  letter  took  place.  Had  such  a  communication 
been  so  made,  it  is  clear  that,  so  far  as  Fen*is  is  concerned, 
it  would  have  been  impossible  for  him  to  take  anything  im- 
der  this  will. 

Then,  how  far  does  the  principle  of  Huguenin  v.  Base- 
ley,  AS  followed  in  the  case  of  Russell  v.  Jackson  (a),  apply 
to  the  case  of  the  Plaintiffs? 

The  way  in  which  Lord  Justice  Turner  in  Russell  v. 
Jackson  (b)  applied  the  principle  of  Huguenva  v.  Base- 
ley  (c)  was  this: — He  said  in  effect,  '  You,  William  Jack- 
son, by  your  conduct  procured  a  gift  to  be  made  to  the  other 
devisee,  Thomas  Jackson,  which  would  not  otherwise  have 
been  made  to  him ;  and,  inasmuch  as  your  conduct  was  what 
this  Court  considers  fraudulent,  it  is  impossible,  according 
to  Hugvsnvn  v.  Baseley  and  that  class  of  authorities,  to  hold 
that  Thomas  Jackson  takes  anything  under  that  gift.' 

It  was  argued  for  the  heir  and  next  of  kin,  that,  there  be- 
ing a  gift  to  four  persons,  if  one  of  them  had  said  he  declin- 
ed to  take  the  property  on  this  secret  trust,  the  testator 
would  have  revoked  the  gifts  to  all  the  four.     But  here  the 

(a)  10  Hare,  204.  (6)  Id.  212.  (c)  U  Ves.  28a 

BB2 
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testator  has  trusted  all  four  of  these  persons  upon  their 
honor ;  and  all  I  can  presume  that  he  would  have  said,  in  case 
Ferris  had  declined  to  take  the  property  upon  that  trust,  is 
*  Very  well,  Mr.  Ferris,  as  you  decline  to  have  your  name 
so  inserted,  I  will  put  in  some  one  else.' 

I  cannot  distinguish  the  present  case  from  that  which  I 
put  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  of  separate  devises  of 
distinct  estates  to  separate  individuals,  with  a  secret  inten- 
tion to  benefit  so  many  charitable  institutions; — ^in  which  it 
would  be  impossible  to  hold,  that  the  circumstance  of  l^e 
testator  having  communicated  his  intentions  to  one  of  l^e 
individuals,  would  render  void  the  devises  to  the  rest^  to 
whom  no  such  communication  had  been  made.  To  hold 
this,  would  be  to  put  it  into  the  power  of  any  one  among 
several  beneficiaries  under  a  will,  to  come  forward  from  bad 
motives, — as  Mr.  Ferris  has  here  come  forward  from  motives 
of  an  opposite  character, — and  to  deprive  all  the  rest  o£  the 
benefits  to  which  they  are  entitled  under  the  will,  by  falsely 
suggesting,  that,  in  his  case,  there  was  a  secret  trust  for  an 
unlawful  purpose. 

I  coasider  that  I  am  logically  boimd  by  my  former  deci- 
sion in  WaUgrave  v.  Tebbs,  to  which  I  adhere. 


MimUe  of  Dbclare,  that  the  one-fourth  share  given  to  the  Defendant  Ferrii 

^^^cree,  jg  affected  by  the  trusts  declared  thereof  by  the  letter  of  the  18th  of 
August,  1846^80  far  as  such  trusts  are  valid.  But  declare  also,  that 
such  trusts  are  invalid  as  regards  the  real  estate  of  the  testator,  and 
such  part  of  his  personal  estate  as  is  affected  with  realty.  And  it 
appearing  by  the  evidence  in  the  cause,  that  the  whole  of  the  testa- 
tor's personal  estate  is  so  affected,  and  her  Majesty's  Attorney- 
General  not  opposing,  let  the  one-fourth  part  of  such  personal  estate 
be  applied  as  follows: —  ♦  ♦  ♦  ♦  ♦  And  let  one- 
fourth  of  the  produce  of  the  real  estate  be  paid  to  Francis  Hogan  the 
heir-at-law  of  the  testator. 

Declare,  that  the  Plaiutifib  are  entitled  to  the  remaining  three- 
fourths  as  tenants  in  common. 
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In  be  the  trusts  op  ANTHONY  BIRCH'S  LE-    March  \^ 
GACY  UNDER  SARAH  BISSELL^  WILL;  ^  ^^ 

▲KD 

In  be  the  act  10  &  11  VICT.  c.  96  (a). 

U  PON  this  matter,  which  has  been  already  reported  in  Trmtee  Rdirf 
this  volume  (&),  being  now  spoken  to  upon  the  form  of  the   yi^c.  de- 
order,  Mr.  Speed,  for  Anthony  Birch  the  insolvent,  con-  f^J^{g^^ 
tended,  that  the  insolvent  ought  not  to  have  been  served  CUUmfaiU- 

.-11  11  i/»  !•  ^  of  Reapondewt 

With  the  petition;  and  that,  therefore,  according  to  the  prac-  uwMceuarUy 
tice,  the  Petitioner  must  pay  his  costs.  nrttd, 

— — .-^^— .  A  petitioner^ 

Mr.  De  Oex  for  the  Petitioner,  submitted  that^  as  the  affi-  fund  under 
davit  of  the  trustees  on  paying  the  money  into  Court  men-  ^uefAc^ 
tioned  the  name  of  the  insolvent  as  one  of  the  persons  who  ^^o^^  bis 

^  ,  cofitB  although 

were  or  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  the  fund,  the  service  on  his  claim  fiiU- 

him  was  proper. — He  also  referred  to  Day  v.  Croftic)  and  '      ^^^ 

Be  Hertford  Charity  there  cited,  to  shew  that,  according  to  the  present 

to  the  present  practice,  a  respondent  was  not  entitled  to  gpondent,  un- 

appear,  for  the  mere  purpose  of  asking  for  his  costa  S«nred?S  not 

as  a  matter  of 

course,  enti- 

The  Vice-Chancellob  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  said,  that  oosuofap- 
the  aflBdavit  of  the  trustees  was,  that  the  insolvent  "  was  or  P^*^™^' 
claimed  to  be  entitled  by  virtue  of  his  certificate,"  which,      JvdgvMni. 
having  regard  to  his  insolvency,  was  clearly  a  groimdless 
claim.     His  Honor,  however,  said,  that  he  should  follow 
the  authorities  referred  to,  although  with  some  reluctance, 
as  he  had  thought  that  the  reason  assigned  for  the  former 
practice  was  a  good  one,  viz.  that  a  respondent  ought  to  be 
repaid  the  expense  to  which  he  had  been  put  by  being  un- 
necessarily served. 

(a)  Ex  relatione  Mr.  De  Gex,     (b)  Supra,  p.  328.     (c)  19  Beav.  618. 
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Will. 


The  costB  of  the  Petitioner,  of  the  assignees  under  the  se- 
cond bankruptcy,  and  of  the  trustees,  were  ordered  to  be 
paid  out  of  the  fund  in  Court;  but  no  order  was  made  as  to 
the  costs  of  the  insolvent 


/V6. 13M.  LEDWARD  v.  HASSELLS. 

Thomas  LEDWARD,  by  Ws  wiU,  dated  the  81st  of 
May,  1845,  after  directing  his  debts  and  funeral  expenses  to 
be  paid,  and  giving  a  legacy  of  502.,  continued  as  follows: — 

**  I  give  and  bequeath  the  interest  of  900{.  as  now  secured 
to  me  by  two  several  bonds  of  4002.  and  5002.,  (both  by  the 
same  person),  imto  Elizaheth  Bottme,  my  hired  servant  and 


tumprecedent 
— Infancfi'^ 
DUcKargt  to 
Sx€cutor$ — 
SuiL 

A  bequest  to 

A.  for  life, 

and  after  A,'$ 

death  to  B,, 

"  if  he  be  then 

livingand  able  housekeeper,  to  take  the  whole  thereof  after  defraying  all 

eouton^gtMd  expenses  incurred  by  my  executors  relative  to  the  same,  for 

SaiKefor^o   *^^  during  the  term  of  her  natural  life;  and  the  principal 

same,"  other-    of  the  Said  9002.,  after  the  death  of  the  said  Elizabeth 

wise,  gift  over  ii-  i-i  t. 

toC;  and  then  Boume,  and  subject  to  expenses  which  may  be  mcurred  by 

^estofreai-     ^7  ©xecutors  relative  to  the  same,   I  give  and  bequeath 

h^^shailbe"^  unto  Jomes  Pitts,  son  of  my  late  sister -4 titi  Pitta,  if  he  be 

liying  and  able  then  living  and  able  to  give  my  executors  a  good  and  valid 

charge  my  ex-    discharge  for  the  same;  otherwise,  I  give  and  bequeath  the 
ecutora  at  the 
time  anoh  re- 
sidue is  pay- 
able, but  if 
otherwise,*' 
gift  over  to  £, 

B.  and  C, 
were  infante 
at  the  date  of 
the  will,  and 
C.  was  an  in- 
fant at  the 
death  of  the 
testator: — 

ffeld,  that  Cj  infancy  did  not  prevent  his  performing  the  condition,  as  he  could  duly  dia- 
charge  the  executors  by  a  suit  in  Chancery. 

Semble,  the  question  would  have  been  more  difficult  if  the  terms  of  the  condition  hod 
been  the  same  as  those  of  the  condition  annexed  to  the  bequest  to  B, 


said  principal  sum  of  9002.  then  subject  to  expenses  as  afore- 
said, unto  my  nephew  William  Lednurd,  son  of  my  bro- 
ther William  Ledward,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  for  ever,  but 
not  otherwise.  The  whole  residue  of  my  estate  and  effects 
I  give  and  bequeath  unto  my  said  nephew  Williava  Led- 
VHxrd,  if  he  shall  be  living  and  able  duly  to  discharge  my 
executors  at  the  time  such  residue  is  payable;  but  if  other- 
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wise,  I  give  the  whole  of  such  residue  unto  James  PiMSy  son 
of  my  late  sister  Ann  Pitts;  but,  in  either  of  the  last-men- 
tioned cases,  subject  to  expenses  sustained  by  my  executors 
in  respect  of  the  same/' 

And  the  testator  appointed  the  Defendants  HdaseUs  and 
Barlow,  and  the  survivor  of  them,  tod  the  heirs,  executors, 
or  administrators  of  such  survivor,  the  executors  of  his  said 
will 

At  the  date  of  the  will  Jwmes  Pitta  and  WiUiam%  Led- 
ward  were  both  infanta  At  the  death  of  the  testator 
James  Pitts  had  attained  twenty-one,  but  not  WHUa/m 
Ledward, 

WHUam  Ledward  now  filed  the  bill  in  this  suit  to  reco- 
ver the  900t 
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Mr.  DoMid,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Southgate,  for  the  Plaintiff 

The  Plaintiff  is  absolutely  entitled  to  his  legacy.  The 
executor  by  this  suit  will  obtain  an  effectual  discharge  not- 
withstanding the  Plaintiffs  infancy.  In  Tanner  v.  Teb- 
butt  (a),  a  condition  annexed  to  a  devise,  that  the  devisees 
should,  within  seven  years  after  the  death  of  the  testatrix, 
personally  appear  before  the  execut(M:s,  and  deliver  to  them 
a  testimonial  of  their  identity,  and  in  default  thereof  gift 
over,  was  considered  satisfied  by  one  of  the  executors  and 
the  agent  of  the  other  going  to  a  devisee  who  was  very  aged 
and  infirm,  and  unable  to  go  to  them. 

Mr.  Haddan  for  James  Pitts. 

The  condition  cannot  be  performed  by  the  Plaintiff  by 
(a)  2  y.  &  C.  C.  C.  225. 


Argummt, 
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reason  of  his  infancy,  and  therefore  the  gift  over  must  take 
effect — He  cited  HoUirirake  v.  Lister  (a),  Burgess  v.  Ra- 
bmson  (5),  Simpson  v.  Vickers  (c),  TuUc  v.  HovJditch  (d), 
Ha/wkes  v.  Baldvdn  (e). 

Mr.  Beaumont  for  the  executora 


The  reply  was  not  called  for. 


Judgmmi.      ViCE-ChANCELLOR  SiR  W.  PaGE  WoOD  : — 

This  will  is  no  doubt  obscure,  and  it  is  not  easy  to  collect 
from  it  the  precise  intention  of  the  testator.  Adopting  the 
view  that  the  condition  is  precedent,  I  must  look  at  the 
terms  of  the  condition,  and  not  make  them  more  adverse  to 
the  main  object  of  the  testator  than  the  words  themselves 
warrant  It  is  plain  that  the  testator  did  not  contemplate 
the  disability  of  infancy  alone.  K  he  had  he  could  easily 
have  so  expressed  himself  He  imposed  a  similar  condition 
in  the  case  of  another  legatee;  and  if  it  had  been  on  the 
ground  of  infancy  only  this  absurdity  would  arisa  Both 
were  infants  at  the  making  of  the  will,  one  being  older  than 
the  other.  There  is  a  gift  to  A,  the  elder,  if  able  to  give 
the  executors  a  good  discharge,  and  if  not,  to  B,;  and  then 
another  gift  to  B,  the  younger,  if  he  should  be  able  duly  to 
discharge  the  executors,  and  if  not,  then  to  A.  That  the 
^  testator  should  give  a  legacy  to  a  person,  but  if  he  should 

be  under  disability  as  an  infant,  then  to  one  younger  still, 
could  never  be  the  intention.  The  gift  over  cannot  be  in- 
tended to  take  effect  on  the  groimd  of  infancy  alone,  though 
that  may  be  included  in  the  condition. 


(a)  1  Boas.  500. 
(6)  3  Mer.  7. 
(<j)  14  Ves.  341. 


(cO  1  V.  &  B.  248. 
{e)  9  Sim.  365. 
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If  the  question  had  arisen  upon  the  terms  of  the  legacy 
to  Pitts,  there  would  have  been  more  diflBculty,  because  I 
must  follow  the  words  of  the  condition  closely,  and  the 
words  in  that  case  are — "  if  he  be  then  living  and  able  to 
give  my  executors  a  good  and  valid  discharge."    But  assum- 
ing those  words  to  mean,  that  Pitta  was  to  do  some  personal 
act,  as  by  giving  a  receipt,  or  otherwise  to  discharge  the 
executors,  I  do  not  think  that  the  same  difficulty  arises  on 
the  words  of  the  condition  attached  to  the  gift  which  is  in 
question.     The  terms  there  used  are — "  unto  my  nephew 
William  Led/ward,  if  he  shall  be  living  and  able  duly  to 
discharge  my  executors  at  the  time  such  residue  is  payable, 
but  if  otherwise,"  over.     Conceding  that  it  may  have  been 
the  desire  of  the  testator  that  his  property  should  not  be 
tied  up  during  the  minorities  of  the  legatees,  and  that  he 
was  anxious  that  the  property  should  be  taken  at  once  by 
the  objects  of  his  bounty,  and  that  his  executors  should  be 
discharged,  am  I  to  say  that  an  infant  legatee  is  not  able 
to  discharge  the  executors,  when  he  can  do  so  by  filing  a 
bill  in  this  Court.     By  that  means  the  executors  would  get 
a  full  and  complete  discharge,  and  the  only  eflfectual  dis- 
charge which  they  could  have.     Filing  such  a  bill,  though  by 
a  next  Mend,  is  the  infant's  own  act,  and  that  would  dis- 
charge the  executors.     It  is  argued,  that  the  same  reasoning 
would  apply  if  the  legatee  had  aliened  his  interest ;  but  that 
is  not  so;  because  it  may  well  be,  that  the  testator's  inten- 
tion was,  that  the  legacy  should  not  go  to  the  legatee's  as- 
signs, but  should  be  a  personal  benefit  to  himself     It  is 
suggested,  that  the  assign  might  require  the  legatee  to  file 
a  bill  against  the  executors,  or  might  himself  file  a  bill  in 
the  legatee's  name;  but  that  would  not  be  a  discharge  by 
the  legatee ;  besides,  the  legatee  might  not  be  satisfied  with 
the  accounts,  and  might  object,  and  then  the  gift  over  would 
take  eflfect. 


1856. 
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Without  straining  the  words  of  the  condition,  I  think  it 
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Judgment, 


is  dear  that  in&ncy  was  not  the  one  only  thing  pointed  at. 
But,  though  it  might  possibly  be  one  point  whidi  was  pre- 
sent to  the  testator's  inind,  I  do  not  find  anything  in  the 
words  to  prevent  my  holding  that  the  Plaintiff  is  able  by 
his  own  act,  by  means  of  filing  a  bill,  duly  to  discharge  the 
executors  according  to  the  condition. 


Feb,  25th  df 
2eth. 

Zeaae — Cove- 
nant for  per- 
petual Reneuh 
al — BreobcK  of 
Le9H£$  Cove- 
nante — Eject- 
ment— Coete. 


JOB  V,  BANISTER 

xJY  an  indenture  of  lease,  dated  the  27th  of  November, 
1812,  Stephen  Day,  by  virtue  of  a  license  from  the  lord  of 
the  manor  of  Cantlowea,  otherwise  CanUers,  demised  to 
William  Cain  a  messuage  and  garden  in  Kentiah  Town, 
and  also  certain  timber  buildings  then  standing  at  the  west- 
A  lease  was  end  of  and  adjoining  to  the  said  messuage;  and  also  four 
^old  hoi^  brick-built  messuages  then  standing  upon  the  said  garden; 
S^n^ffoir     ^  ^^^^  ^  ^^^  ^^  William  Cava,  his  executors,  adminis- 

twen^-ono       trators,  and  assigns,  firom  the  25th  day  of  December  then 
years,  subject 

to  a  small  rent,  next,  for  the  term  of  twenty-one  years,  at  the  yearly  rent  of 

and  to  the 
usual  cove- 
nants to  repair,  insure,  &c.,  with  the  usual  proviso  for  re-entry  on  breach  of  any  of  the  cove- 
nants ;  and  also  a  eovenant  by  the  lessor,  provided  the  rent  should  have  been  paid  and  the 
covenants  kept,  at  the  request  in  writing  of  the  lessee,  to  procure  from  the  lord  of  the 
manor  a  license  to  demise  the  premises  for  the  further  term  of  twenty-one  years,  and  ao 
from  time  to  time,  provided  such  request  should  be  given  as  aforesaid :  and,  on  obtaining 
such  license,  to  grant  a  new  lease  with  the  same  covenants,  including  the  covenant  for 
renewal.  Subsequently,  the  lease  was  renewed  on  the  expiration  of  the  term,  by  a  new  lease 
for  twenty-one  years  containing  similar  covenants.  The  lessee  expended  money  on  the 
premises,  and  the  value  of  the  property  was  much  increased.  The  covenants  in  the  renewed 
lease,  to  repair  and  to  insure,  were  broken,  and,  at  the  end  of  the  renewed  term,  the  land- 
lord, on  account  of  the  breach  of  the  covenants,  refused  again  to  renew,  and  brought  an  ac- 
tion of  ejectment: — Held,  that  a  Court  of  equity  would  not  compel  the  landlord  to  renew, 
nor  restrain  him  from  ejecting  the  lessee. 

Hdd,  that  the  construction  of  the  covenant  for  renewal  in  the  first  lease  was  not,  that 
in  future  leases  the  renewal  was  to  be  on  request  only,  whether  the  lessee's  covenants  had 
been  performed  or  not,  because  it  provided  that  the  renewed  lease  should  contain  a  like 
covenant  for  renewal. 

As  the  case  was  one  of  great  hardship  on  the  lessee,  and  the  question  had  not  before  arisen 
in  the  case  of  a  lease  with  a  covenant  for  perpetual  renewal,  the  Court  dismissed  the  bill 
without  costs. 
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35Z.,  payatle  quarterly,  and  subject  to  the  covenants  there-  ^856^ 
in  contained,  on  the  part  of  the  leasee,  his  executors,  admin- 
istrators, and  assigns  to  be  observed  and  performed.  And 
the  said  Stephen  Day  thereby  covenanted  with  the  said 
WiUiam  Cain,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns, 
that  he  the  said  Stephen  Day,  his  heirs  or  assigns^  would, 
at  the  expiration  of  the  said  term  of  twenty-one  years  there- 
by granted,  (provided  all  arrears  of  rent  should  then  have 
been  paid,  and  all  the  covenants  thereinbefore  contained 
should  then  have  been  well  and  truly  performed  and  kept), 
at  the  request,  costs,  and  charges  of  the  saidWiUiam  Ccmi, 
his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  (provided  such  re- 
quest should  be  signified  to  the  said  Stephen  Day,  his  heirs 
or  assigns,  in  writing,  at  least  three  calendar  months  before 
the  expiration  of  the  said  term  thereby  granted),  apply  for 
and  procure,  or  endeavour  to  procure,  from  the  lord  of  the 
said  manor  of  Ca/ntlowes,  otherwise  Ca/ntlera,  a  license  for 
demising  and  letting  the  same  premises  for  the  further  term 
of  twenty-one  years,  to  commence  from  the  expiration  of  the 
term  thereby  granted,  and  so  from  time  to  time  upon  the 
expiration  of  every  subsequent  term  of  twenty-one  years, 
provided  such  request  in  writing  should  be  given  as  afore- 
said, and,  when  such  license  or  licenses  should  have  been 
obtained,  would,  at  the  request,  costs,  and  charges  of  the 
said  WUUam  Cain,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  as- 
signs, from  time  to  time  grant  and  execute  to  him  or  them 
a  new  lease  of  the  said  premises,  and  all  other  erections  and 
buildings  which  should  have  been  built,  for  such  further 
term  of  twenty-one  years  accordingly,  at  the  same  yearly 
rent,  and  subject  to  the  same  provisoes  and  agreements  as 
were  in  the  now  stating  indenture  contained  (including  the 
covenfiarvt  for  renewal),  he  the  said  WHUam  Cava,  his  exe- 
cutors, administrators,  and  assigns,  at  the  ssune  time  execut- 
ing and  delivering,  at  his  and  their  like  charges,  a  counter- 
part of  every  such  new  lease. 


376  OASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1856.  Cai/n  erected  thirteen  houses  on  part  of  the  land  com- 

prised in  the  said  lease,  leaving  room  for  the  subsequent 
erection  of  several  other  houses  on  the  remainder  of  the  said 
premises. 


SUUemeiU, 


By  an  indenture  of  lease,  dated  the  10th  of  February, 
1884j,  a  new  lease  of  the  said  premises  was  granted,  pursuant 
to  the  covenant  for  renewal  so  contained  in  the  said  ori- 
ginal lease,  for  the  term  of  twenty-one  years  from  the  25th 
day  of  December  then  last,  at  the  like  yearly  rent  of  35L, 
and  under  and  subject  to  the  like  covenants  and  agreements 
on  the  tenants'  and  lessees'  part  to  be  performed  or  observed 
And  such  renewed  lease  contained  a  covenant  that  the  les- 
sor would,  at  the  expiration  of  the  said  term  of  twenty-one 
years  thereby  granted,  (provided  all  arrears  of  rent  should 
have  been  then  paid,  and  all  the  covenants  thereinbefore 
contained  should  then  have  been  well  and  truly  performed 
and  kept),  at  the  request,  costs,  and  charges  of  the  lessees, 
their  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  (provided  such 
request  should  be  signified  to  the  lessor  or  her  assigns,  in 
writing,  at  least  three  calendar  months  before  the  expiration 
of  the  said  term  thereby  granted,  apply  for  and  procure,  or 
endeavour  to  procure,  from  the  lord  of  the  said  manor  of 
Ccmtlowes,  otherwise  CanUera,  a  license  for  demising  and 
letting  the  same  premises  for  the  term  of  twenty-one  years, 
provided  such  request  in  writing  should  be  given  as  afore- 
said ;  and,  when  such  license  or^  licenses  should  have  been 
obtained,  should  and  would,  at  the  request,  costs,  and 
charges  of  the  said  lessees,  their  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns,  from  time  to  time  grant  and  execute  to 
them  a  new  lease  of  the  said  demised  premises,  and  of  all 
other  erections  and  buildings  which  should  then  have  been 
built,  with  their  appurtenances,  for  such  further  term  of 
twenty-one  years  accordingly,  at  the  same  yearly  rent,  and 
under  and  subject  to  the  same  covenants,  provisoes,  and 
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agreements  as  were  contained  in  the  now-stating  indenture, 
including  the  covenant  for  renewal  thereof;  the  said  lessees, 
their  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  at  the  same  time 
executing  and  delivering  at  her,  his,  and  their  like  costs  and 
charges,  a  counterpart  of  every  such  new  leasa 

Both  the  original  and  renewed  leases  contained  the  usual 
covenants  on  the  part  of  the  lessee  to  keep  in  repair,  and  to 
insure  the  premises,  and  a  proviso  for  re-entry  by  the  land- 
lord on  breach  of  any  of  the  covenants. 

The  Plaintiff  subsequently  purchased  the  lease,  and  erect- 
ed upon  part  of  the  land  comprised  in  the  said  leases,  ten 
new  houses,  and  converted  another  house  into  two,  and  ex- 
pended upon  the  said  premises  several  thousand  pounds. 

The  term  of  twenty-one  years  granted  by  the  said  last- 
mentioned  lease  expiring  on  the  25th  day  of  December, 

1854,  the  Plaintiff,  on  the  6th  day  of  March,  1854,  duly  ap- 
plied in  writing  to  the  landlord  for  a  renewal  of  the  lease 
of  the  said  premises,  pursuant  to  the  terms  of  the  said  cove- 
nant for  renewal. 

The  Defendants,  however,  objected,  that  the  covenant  to 
keep  the  premises  insured  had  been  broken,  by  allowing  the 
premises  to  be  uninsured  for  a  short  period  of  tima 

One  of  the  houses  was  also  very  much  out  of  repair,  and 
the  Plaintiff,  when  he  found  that  the  landlord  objected  to 
renew  the  lease,  delayed  to  repair  it. 

The  Defendants  brought  actions  of  ejectment  in  May, 

1855,  to  recover  the  premises  ;  and  thereupon  the  Plaintiff 
filed  his  bill  in  this  suit  to  restrain  such  actions,  and  for  spe- 
cific performance  of  the  covenant  to  renew. 
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I8fi6.  Mr.  RoU,  Q.  G,  and  Mr.  Boyle,  for  the  Plaintiff 


This  is  not  like  an  ordinary  lease  of  houses  and  land,  but 
is  in  effect  a  grant  of  the  property,  subject  to  a  perpetual 
Argwnent,  rent-charge,  Tvhich,  as  the  property  is  copyhold,  could  only 
be  done  in  this  way,  by  granting  a  lease  for  twenty-one 
years,  renewable  for  ever.  In  such  a  lease  the  principal  ob- 
ject is  to  secure  the  rent ;  and  the  power  of  re-entry,  and  the 
power  of  the  lessor  to  refuse  to  renew  the  lease  if  the  cove- 
nants are  not  performed,  are  in  the  nature  of  penalties, 
against  the  excessive  enforcement  of  which  equity  will  re- 
lieve: Peachy  v.  The  Duke  of  Somerset  (a),  Hill  v.  Bar- 
day  (6),  Reynolds  v.  Pitt  (c),  Eaton  v.  Lyon  (d),  Hanncmi 
V.  South  London  Waterworks  Corwpany  (e),  Fitzgerald  v. 
0'C<mnea(J). 

In  ordinary  cases  of  a  covenant  for  perpetual  renewal, 
this  CJourt  will  relieve  a  lessee  from  a  forfeiture  for  not  lite- 
rally complying  with  the  terms  of  the  covenant :  The  Earl 
of  Ross  V.  Worsop  (g). 

Then  the  form  of  this  covenant  for  renewal  in  the  origi- 
nal lease  is,  that  there  should  be  a  renewal  of  that  lease 
provided  the  covenants  should  be  performed,  and  from  time 
to  time,  upon  request  in  writing  of  the  lessee ;  therefore,  the 
covenant  in  the  renewed  lease  should  have  been  to  renew 
upon  request  only,  and  a  proper  request  was  made. 

Other  points  were  taken  upon  the  construction  of  the  par- 
ticular leases,  which  it  is  not  necessary  to  report 

Mr.  Willcock,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Bagshawe,  jun.,  for  the  De- 
fendants. 

(a)  Pre.  Ch.  668  ;  1  Stra.  447.  (<?)  2  Mer.  65,  n. 

(6)  18  Ves.  56.  (/)  IJ.  &  L.  134. 

(c)  19  Ves.  134.  (,g)  1  Bro.  P.  C.  281. 
{d)  3  Ves.  690. 
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Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood,  (without  calling 
upon  the  Defendants'  counsel) —  ^^^ 


V. 

Banistxb. 


This  is  a  case  of  considerable  hardship.  j^idamettL 

As  to  the  principal  points  raised  in  the  argument,  the 
first  was,  that  this  lease  ought  to  be  regarded  as  simply  a 
security  for  money.  The  faUacy  of  that  argument  is,  that 
it  assumes  that  the  lessor  only  desired  to  have  a  rent  of  351 
a  year,  but  in  truth  he  also  contracted  to  have  other  rights. 
It  is  not  a  mortgage,  ora  grantof  a  rentcharge,  but  what  it  pur- 
ports to  be — whatever  maybe  the  peculiar  consequencesof  the 
land  being  of  copyhold  tenure — and  what  upon  the  face  of  the 
transaction  it  is,  namely,  a  lease.  The  lessor  stipulates  not 
only  for  a  certain  yearly  rent^  but  for  other  benefits;  there  are 
buildings  erected  on  the  land,  and  if  they  should  become  out 
of  repair,  he  stipulates  that  he  is  to  have  a  right  of  re-entry. 
What  right  have  I  to  interfere  between  the  parties  to  this 
legal  contract?  One  has  agreed  to  insure,  to  keep  the  pre- 
mises in  repair,  &c.,  and  the  other  that,  if  the  covenants  are 
observed,  he  will  renew  the  lease  continually  on  the  same 
terms,  but  if  not,  it  is  agreed  that  he  shall  re-enter  and  oc- 
cupy. That  being  the  contract^  though  the  rent  was  pro- 
bably the  thing  chiefly  in  mind,  can  I  reject  the  other  parts 
of  the  contract  It  is  as  much  a  part  of  it  that  the  lessor 
should  have  the  right  to  re-enter  on  breach  of  the  covenants 
to  insure  or  to  repair,  as  that  he  should  have  the  rent  I 
cannot  think  that  this  is  like  the  case  of  amortgage,  or  that 
I  can  deal  with  it  in  any  other  way,  except  as  this  Court 
always  deals  with  breaches  of  covenant^  that  is,  by  leaving 
the  parties  to  their  rights  as  determined  at  law. 

The  next  point  is  this :  The  form  of  the  covenant  for  re- 
newal is,  that  Day,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  at  the  end  of 
the  term  of  twenty-one  years  thereby  granted,  (provided  all 
arrears  of  rent  should  then  have  been  paid,  and  all  the  cove- 
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1856.  nants  thereinbefore  contained  should  then  have  been  well 
and  truly  performed  and  kept),  should,  at  the  request,  costB^ 
and  charges  of  the  said  WiMiam  Gain,  his  executors,  ad- 
ministrators, or  assigns,  (provided  such  request  should  be 
signified  to  the  said  Stephen  Day,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  in 
writing,  at  least  three  calendar  months  before  the  expiration 
of  the  said  term  thereby  granted),  apply  for  and  procure,  or 
endeavour  to  procure,  firom  the  lord  of  the  manor,  a  license 
for  demising  the  premises  for  the  further  term  of  twenty-one 
years,  to  commence  from  the  expiration  of  the  term  thereby 
granted,  and  so  from  time  to  time  upon  the  expiration  of 
every  subsequent  term  of  twenty-one  years,  provided  such 
request  in  writing  should  be  given  as  aforesaid  It  was 
aigued,  that  there  are  two  stipulations  on  which  the  renewal 
was  to  be  made  in  the  first  instance,  namely,  firsts  that  the 
rent  should  be  paid  and  the  covenants  perform^;  and  se- 
condly, that  a  request  in  writing  should  be  made,  and  so 
from  time  to  time,  provided  only  the  request  should  be  made ; 
and  thus  that  the  first  stipulation  was  to  be  dropped  in  fu- 
ture leases,  and  the  request  in  writing  was  all  that  was  to 
be  required  in  future  renewals.  That  was  a  fair  point  to 
argue,  because  it  might  be  said  that  the  lessor  might  be 
content  to  rely  on  his  power  of  re-entry  for  breach  of  cove- 
nant, and  that  if  he  did  not  exercise  that  right,  and  the 
term  was  allowed  to  expire  by  effluxion  of  time,  all  that 
would  be  requisite  to  obtain  a  renewal  would  be  a  request 
in  writing.  But  the  covenant  does  not  stop  there,  the  les- 
sor goes  on  to  covenant,  that,  in  such  case,  he  will  grant  a 
new  lease  "  including  the  covenant  for  renewal"  I  must 
take  that  covenant  to  be  a  precisely  similar  covenant  to  that 
contained  in  the  original  lease;  and  accordingly  I  find,  in 
the  lease  which  was  granted  in  1 834,  a  covenant  for  renewal 
in  the  same  words  as  the  covenant  in  the  original  lease;  and 
I  must  consider  that  it  was  meant  that  such  a  covenant  was 
to  be  entered  into  toties  quoties  whenever  a  new  lease  was 
granted.     Then  I  must  hold,  as  to  the  covenant  in  the  new 
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lease,  that  it  cannot  be  divided  into  two  parts;  and  there- 
fore, under  the  lease  of  1834,  there  must  have  been  a  due 
payment  of  the  rent  and  performance  of  the  covenants  in 
that  lease  before  the  lessor  could  be  called  upon  to  renew. 

Tliere  was  a  case  something  like  this  before  the  late  Vice- 
Chancellor  of  Englandy  Thompson  v.  Ouyon  (a),  in  which 
there  was  a  lease  for  twenty-one  years  granted  by  A,  to  jB., 
with  a  proviso  for  re-entry  on  nonperformance  of  the  cove- 
nants; and  A.  covenanted,  that,  at  the  end  of  the  term,  if 
it  should  not  be  sooner  determined  by  B.'s  acts  or  defaults, 
he  would  grant  to  B.  a,  lease  for  a  further  term  of  fourteen 
years.  It  was  not  expressly  upon  the  covenants  being  ful- 
filled that  the  new  lease  was  to  be  granted;  but,  if  the  lease 
were  not  determined  by  the  lessee's  acts  or  defaults.  There 
had  been  s#me  breaches  of  covenant  during  the  lease,  which 
the  lessor  averred  he  had  not  discovered  till  afterwards ;  and 
the  Vice-Chancellor  therefore  refused  to  prevent  the  lessor 
from  exercising  his  right  of  re-entry.  Further  facts  being 
stated  by  amendment,  to  shew  that  the  lessor  knew  of  and 
had  waived  the  breaches  of  covenant,  the  Lord  Chancellor, 
on  appeal,  directed  issues  to  be  tried  whether  the  lessee  had 
broken  the  covenants  so  as  to  entitle  the  lessor  to  re-enter; 
and  if  that  should  be  found  in  the  affirmative,  then,  whether 
the  lessor  had  done  any  act  on  his  part  to  disentitle  himself 
to  take  advantage  of  that  right  The  issues  were  found  for 
the  lessor,  and  thereupon  the  bill,  which  was  for  an  injunc- 
tion to  restrain  an  action  of  ejectment  by  him,  and  for  spe- 
cific performance  of  the  covenant  for  renewal,  was  dismissed. 
That  case  therefore  decided  that  the  covenant  must  be  con- 
strued so  as  to  give  to  each  party  the  benefit  of  his  contract 
throughout  the  lease,  and  that  the  lessor  could  not  be  called 
on  to  fulfil  his  covenant  to  renew,  unless  the  lessee  had  pro- 
perly performed  the  covenants  on  his  part 
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[His  Honor  then  stated  the  facts  of  this  case,  wliich,  he 
observed,  shewed  so  plainly  that  there  had  been  breaches  of 
the  covenants  to  insure  and  to  repair,  that  it  would  not  be 
proper  to  send  the  case  to  law,  to  try  whether  or  not  the  co- 
venants had  been  broken.     And  he  continued :] — 

If  the  remedy  upon  the  covenant  to  renew  be  gone  at 
law,  it  is  impossible  for  me  to  interfere  with  this  contract  by 
deed  between  the  partiea  I  believe  the  only  case  in  which 
this  Court  will  now  interfere  is,  where  the  omission  is  to 
perform  a  covenant  to  make  a  simple  money  payment.  The 
expenditure  upon  the  property  which  the  Plaintiff  has 
made,  affords  no  ground  for  relief  He  was  then  the  owner 
of  it,  and  was  at  liberty  to  build  on  it  as  he  pleased.  The 
landlord  was  not  boimd  to  interfere  and  prevent  his  doing 
so,  because  his  interest  might  be  determined.  It  is  suggested, 
that  the  landlord  might  have  known  the  ruinous  state  of 
some  of  the  houses.  There  is  no  distinct  evidence  that  he 
did;  but>  even  if  he  had  that  knowledge,  and  did  not  exer- 
cise his  right  to  re-enter,  there  is  nothing  in  that  circum- 
stance to  make  him  liable  to  renew  the  lease,  unless  the 
lessee  can  shew  that  he  has  fulfilled  the  condition  on  which 
alone  that  covenant  to  renew  arises.  I  must  dismiss  the 
bill ;  but  I  think  it  is  hardly  a  case  for  costs. 


Mr.  Bagshawe,  jun.,  Mr.  Willcock,  Q,  C,  with  him,  for 
the  Defendants,  urged,  that  there  was  nothing  to  prevent  the 
operation  of  the  ordinary  rule,  by  which  a  party  who  insti- 
tuted a  suit  which  failed,  must  pay  the  costs  of  it. 

The  Vicb-Chancellor. — I  feel  considerable  difficulty  in 
dismissing  the  bill  without  costs ;  and  the  only  ground  which 
justifies  my  doing  so  is,. that  the  case,  being  upon  a  covenant 
for  perpetual  renewal,  is  in  that  respect  a  novel  one.  In  Ire- 
Icmd,  where  these  covenants  are  more  common,  the  Courts 
have  acted  on  a  more  liberal  principle.     This  case,  too,  is  a 
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very  hard  one,  for  the  lessee  will  lose  5000i.  or  6000Z.  for  a         1866. 
breach  of  covenant,  which  might  be  amply  remedied  by 
500L     Upon  these  considerations,  I  dismiss  the  bill  with- 
out costs.  

Ju4fftn€nt 


HEARN  u  BAKER  ^T^a)}^^ 

Richard  DEA  VIN  made  his  will,  dated  in  1836,  as  WiUr-Ctm- 

follows: — ''  I  give  and  bequeatli  all  my  estate  and  effects,  of  "^urrlrow.'' 

whatsoever  kind  or  wheresoever  situated,  all  moneys  in  the  .  ^^.1111 

public  funds  or  securities,  my  freehold  house  in  New  Brent-  g»ve  all  hi» 

ford,  Middlesex,  now  in  the  occupation  of  Mr.  Stevenson,  gonal  property 

my  leasehold  house,  being  No.  3,  St  Thomas'  Place  afore-  ^^d^hV""" 

said,  together  with  all  my  household  furniture,  plate,  linen,  ^^*  "H^  ^^ 

china,  money,  and  everything  that  I  may  be  possessed  of  at  five  oouainsbj 

the  time  of  my  decease,  or  that  I  may  become  entitled  to  in  S!^itora  of 

any  way  or  kind,  imto  my  dear  wife  Mrs.  Elizabeth  Deavi/ii,  ^^^^^^^^^ 

for  her  sole  use  and  benefit  during  her  natural  life,  subject  ©d  between 

them,  and  to 
only  to  such  legacies  and  bequests  as  shall  be  hereafter  be  paid  as 

named,  to  be  paid  to  the  several  parties  after  the  decease  of  l^^le  sSt^Uie 

my  said  wife  Mrs.  Elizabeth  Deamn,  by  my  executors  here-  ^^^  ^^^m 

inaffcer  named.     First,  I  desire,  as  soon  as  possible  after  the  that,  foUowing 

decease  of  my  wife,  that  my  executors  dispose  of  my  freehold  oWpp«  v.  Wol- 

house  in  New  Brervtford  in  the  best  possible  manner,  and  ^^  the^eSir^ 

the  proceeds  arising  therefjx)m  (after  payment  of  all  and  vivorBhip 

must  be  refiop* 
every  expense  attending  such  disposal)  to  pay  in  equal  pro-  red  to  the 

portions  between  Mrs.  Sarah  Findlay  (daughter  in  law  of  t^to^a^i^e, 

Mrs.  Ann  Findlay),  Mary  Atlieam,  and  Richard  Atheam^  J?  *^*  ?°®  ®^ 

my  second  cousins,  and  WUliam,  Atheam  my  third  cousin,  who  survived 

son  of  my  deceased  second  cousin  William  Atheam,  share  and  died  in' 

and  share  alika     I  also  give  to  my  five  first  cousins,  Mrs.  ^^^^^ 

took  nothing. 

Held,  also,  that  '*  survivors  "  must  be  construed  to  include  a  sole  survivor,  so  that  where 
only  one  of  the  legatees  survived  the  widow,  such  survivor  took  all  the  atock. 
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1866.^  Mary  Athearn  widow  of  Mr.  George  Atkeam,  Mrs.  Ann 
FinoUay,  Mrs.  Jane  DaUmi,  Mrs.  Sarah  Folow,  and  Mrs. 
Elizabeth  JeTikins,  or  the  aurmvora  of  them,  the  sum  of 
0^1050  3Z.  108.  per  cent  Stock,  late  Navy  Fives,  to  be 
equally  divided  between  them,  share  and  share  alike.  I  also 
give  to  my  niece  Rachael  Jease,  daughter  of  my  late  sister 
Suaa/nna  Jeaae,  £200  stock  3L  1  Os.  per  cent  Consols ;  the 
whole  of  which  l^acies  are  to  be  paid  as  soon  as  possible 
after  the  decease  of  my  wife,  it  being  my  particular  desire 
that  she  enjoy  the  whole  of  my  property  as  long  as  she  may 
live ;  and  any  other  money  or  moneys,  estate  or  eflFects,  not 
herein  disposed  of,  to  be  at  the  entire  control  and  free  dis- 
posal of  my  dear  wife  Mrs.  Elizabeth  Deavin,  in  any  manner 
she  may  think  proper.  I  also  hereby  appoint  Mr.  Edward 
Weat,  of  No.  3,  Upper  Doraet  Place,  Clapham-road,  in  the 
county  of  Surrey,  brush  manufacturer,  and  Mr.  WUlia/m 
Baker,  of  the  Excise  Office,  Broad  Street,  and  of  Finabury 
Place,  gentleman,  executors  of  this  my  last  will  and  testa- 
ment^ contained  in  two  sheets  of  paper;  and  it  is  my  parti- 
cular request  that  my  executors,  Mr.  Edward  Weat  and  Mr. 
WiUiam  Baker,  do  deduct  for  their  own  use  and  benefit 
20Z.  each  out  of  the  legacies  left  by  me  for  their  troubla" 

The  testator  died  in  1847. 

His  wife  survived  him. 

The  said  Mary  Athearn,  Sarah  Folow,  and  Elizabeth 
Jenhi/na,  respectively,  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator, 
and  the  said  Ann  Findlay  survived  the  said  testator,  and 
died  in  the  lifetime  of  his  widow. 

The  PlaintiflFwas  the  representative  oiAnn  Findlay,  and 
now  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  the  legacy  to  her. 
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Mr.  RoUy  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Dickmaon,  for  the  Plaintiffi  1866. 


The  word  "survivors"  in  this  will  refers  to  survivorship 
at  the  death  of  the  testator,  and  not  of  the  tenant  for  life. 
In  CHppa  V.  Wolcott  (a),  the  decision  was  the  other  way;  but  ^rffmmU 
that  is  explained  by  the  Lord  Justice  Knight  Bruce  in  Tay- 
lor  V.  Beverley  (6)  to  be,  because  in  Grippe  v.  Wolcott  (a) 
there  was  no  gift  to  the  parties,  except  by  a  direction  to  pay, 
which  made  their  interests  contingent:  Ive  v.  King(c), 
Qibbs  V.  Tait  (d),  Macdonald  v.  Brice  (e). 

If  this  be  not  the  construction,  then,  if  all  the  legatees 
died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  tenant  for  life,  there  would  be  an 
intestacy. 

Mr.  Willcock,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Selwyn,  for  the  Defendanta 

Mr.  Roach  for  other  partiea 

Mr.  Rolty  Q.  C,  in  reply. 
Judgment  was  reserved. 


Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood: —  Judgm^nu. 

In  this  case  the  question  is,  whether  the  gift  by  the  tes- 
tator's will  to  his  cousins,  or  the  survivors  of  them,  must  be 
construed  according  to  the  rule  laid  down  by  Sir  John  Leach 
in  Crippa  v.  Wolcott  (a).  In  that  case,  as  was  observed  by 
the  Lord  Justice  Knight  Bruce,  there  could  be  no  reason  to 
doubt  about  the  decision;  because,  in  the  will  then  imder 
consideration,  there  was  no  gift  except  in  the  direction  for 
payment,  and  therefore  the  parties  who  were  to  take  were 
only  those  named  in  that  direction  for  payment    If  that  can 

(a)  4  Madd.  11.  (d)  8  Sim.  132. 

(6)  1  Coll.  111.  W  16  Beav.  681. 

(c)  16  Beav.  46. 


JwdgtMnt, 


386  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

be  maintained  as  a  distinction,  there  is  certainly  some  gromid 
for  contending,  on  the  face  of  this  will,  that  there  was  an 
absolute  gift  to  the  parties;  and  the  word  *'  survivors"  would 
make  it  a  bequest  to  these  persons  and  the  survivors  at  the 
testator's  death,  and  the  payment  only  would  be  postponed 
until  the  death  of  his  widow,  the  interests  being  vested  at 
the  death  of  the  testator.  But,  I  confess  it  seems  to  me, 
that  the  rule  in  Cripps  v.  Wolcott  (a)  has  been  more  strictly 
observed  than  that;  because,  according  to  this  argument,  if 
by  striking  out  the  word  "  survivors''  it  appears  that  the  in- 
terests would  be  vested,  the  rule  in  Crippa  v.  Wolcott  (a)  is 
not  to  be  applied.  That^  however,  was  not  the  doctrine  laid 
down  in  Neathway  v.  Read  (6).  In  that  case,  the  word 
**  surviving''  had  to  be  construed  in  two  senses,  there  being 
an  immediate  gift  to  the  surviving  diildren  ofCaiherine 
Neathway  without  any  previous  life  interest,  so  that  it  was 
only  possible  to  construe  it  to  mean  surviving  the  testator; 
and  there  being  also  a  gift  to  Catherine  Neathivay  for  life, 
and,  after  her  death,  to  her  surviving  children,  which  latter 
gift  was  held  to  fall  within  the  rule  in  Gripps  v.  Wolcott  (a); 
although  no  one  could  doubt,  that,  but  for  the  word  surviv- 
ing, the  interests  of  the  children  would  have  vested  on  the 
death  of  the  testator. 

In  the  win  in  this  case,  I  find  nothing  which  can  make 
any  substantial  difierence  in  the  construction.  There  is, 
first,  a  gift  of  all  the  testator's  property  to  his  wife  for  life, 
and  then  the  will  contains  a  gift,  after  her  death,  to  the  te^ 
tator's  five  cousins  by  name,  "  or  the  survivors  of  them."  I 
think  that  the  word  "  survivors"  must  be  taken  to  include 
the  case  of  one  of  the  legatees  only  surviving;  and  I  cannot 
distinguish  this  case,  in  substance,  from  those  concerning 
which  the  rule  was  laid  down  in  Crippa  v.  WolcoU  (a), 
which  refers  the  words  of  survivorship  to  the  period  of  the 
division  of  the  fund. 

(a)  4  Mad.  11.  {b)  3  De  G.,  M'N.  &  G.  18. 
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In  the  Matter  of  THE  TRUSTS  of  the  WILL  of     Nov.ilth, 
Mr.  GEORGE  BANKS,  deceased; 

AND 

Of  the  trustee  RELIEF  ACT,   10  &  11  VICT. 

c.  96. 

Ex  PARTE  HOVILL. 

JL  HIS  was  a  petition  for  payment  out  of  Court  of  a  sum   WiUr-Con- 

paid  in  under  the  Trustee  Relief  Act,  by  the  trustees  of  the  'i^^^^ae— 

will  of  George  Banks,  dated  the  ]9th  of  July,  1832,  which  P^'<^' 

was  as  follows : —  Gift  by  will  of 

all  the  teeta- 
tor's  funded 

"  I  will  and  direct  that  all  my  funeral  charges  and  other  PJpP^rty  and 

•^  ^  other  personal 

expenses  attending  the  same  shall  be  fully  paid  and  satis-  and  real  estate 
fied,  with  all  convenient  speed  after  my  decease,  by  Sarah  ter  s.,  she 
Barika  my  daughter ;  and  I  give  unto  the  said  Sarah  Banks  debt^*^"  and 
all  my  funded  property  in  the  Bank  of  England,  and  I  also  *^®J?^^  ^' 
give  to  my  said  daughter  seven  pieces  of  land,  freehold,  late  way  dispose  of 
Manship,  in  the  parish  of  Mitcham,  in  the  county  of  Sur-  funded  pro- 
rey,  called  Blacklands  and  HouWs  Corner.     And  I  also  SoldJthe'same 
give  to  my  said  daughter  my  freehold  tenement  and  land  f?/.^®''^*^^ 
adjoining  in  East  Fields,  Bird's  Eye  Comer,  and  also  one  should  die 
piece  in  Short  Bolsted,  as  by  map,  in  the  parish  of  Mitcham,  J^e  wdd  hSu 
in  the  county  of  Surrey,     And  I  also  give  to  my  said  ®iW^^J% 
daughter  all  my  household  goods,  and  money  and  effects  for  life.  I  wiU 
that  may  be  found,  she  paying  and  receiving  all  my  debts;  aU  the  funded 
and  the  said  Sarah  Banks  shall  in  no  way  dispose  of  any  of  g^^"^  ^^^ 
the  aforesaid  funded  property,  but  to  hold  the  same  for  her  ^^^  ^^^^v/^'^ 

.  .         .  ever:*'— iTfW, 

natural  life ;  and  if  the  said  Sarah  Banks  should  die  with-  that  S,  took 

out  issue,  then  the  said  landed  property  shall  go  to  Jasper  ^^j  for  iife 

Burchett,  of  the  parish  of  Tooting  in  the  county  of  Surrey,  l^^J^^J^*' 

for  his  natural  life.     I  will  and  direct  that  all  the  funded  it  belonged 

to  W, 
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Statement. 


property  shall  go  to  my  granddaughter  Mrs.  Walker  and 

""TTw^      ^®r  heirs,  for  ever.     And  I  also  will  and  direct,  that,  after 

^^&f^u^*  *^®  death  of  the  said  Jasper  Burchett,  all  the  said  land- 

Hovnx.       ed  property  shaH  go  to  Mrs.  Walker  and  her  heirs,  for 

ever.     And  I  appoint  John  Philips  Waaley,  artist,  and 

Henry  Hale,  calico  printer,  both  of  the  parish  of  Mitcha/ra 

*in  the  county  of  Stcrrey,  to  be  executors  and  trustees  of  ibis 

my  last  will  and  testament;  and  that  the  oeLid  Jasper  Bur- 

chett  shall  not  sell  or  mortgage  any  of  the  aforesaid  freehold 

land." 


The  testator  died  in  1833,  his  daughter  Sarah  Banks 
died  on  the  3l8t  of  August,  1854,  and  without  having  mar- 
ried 

Jasper  Burchett  survived  the  testator,  and  was  still  living. 

The  funded  property  of  the  testator  was  transferred  into 
Court  under  the  Trustee  Belief  Act. 

HoviUj  an  assign  of  Mrs.  WaUcer,  now  presented  this 
petition  to  have  the  fund  transferred  to  him. 


Argument.         Mr.  W.  M,  Jaroes,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  De  Oex,  for  the  petition. 

Although  the  testator,  in  the  commencement  of  the  will, 
gives  all  his  funded  property  to  Mrs.  Banks,  yet  he  after- 
wards expressly  directs  that  she  shall  hold  it  for  life  only; 
and  then  there  is  an  independent  sentence  by  which  he 
gives  the  funded  property  to  Mra  Walker,  through  whom 
the  petitioner  claims. 

But  even  if  this  sentence  be  considered  not  as  an  inde- 
pendent one,  but  as  qualified  by  the  expression — "  if  the 
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«aid  Sarah  Banks  die  without  issue/'   still  this  will  not         1855. 
make  the  limitation  over  too  remote,  for  the  contingency         /»  ^ 
with  regard  to  personal  estate  will  be  held  to  be  restricted  to  ^^^^^"' 
a  dying  without  issue  living  at  her  death.     In  Ex  parte       Hovill. 
Wynch  (a),  the  Lord  Chancellor  said,  with  reference  to  deci-      Argument. 
sions  on  questions  relating  to  real  estate,  "  I  see  nothing  in 
these  decisions  compelling  me  to  hold,  that,  where  technical 
words  are  not  used,  and  where  the  interest  of  the  first  tak- 
er is  expressly  confined  to  an  estate  for  life,  I  am  boimd 
to  act,  in  the  construction  of  the  bequest  of  personalty,  on 
principles  derived  from  laws  of  tenure,  and  not  writing  or  in- 
tention;" and  Lord  Justice  Turner  (b)  expresses  a  similar 
opinion.     But  Procter  v.    Upton  (c),   cited  in  Ex  parte 
Wynch  (d),  is  so  like  the  present  as  to  afford  a  direct  autho- 
rity.    There  the  gift  was  of  personal  estate,  in  trust  for  the 
Plaintiff,  to  be  laid  out  in  lands  or  stock,  and  if  he  died  with- 
out issue,  over;  and  Lord Hardwicke  held  that  this  conferred 
on  the  Plaintiff  only  a  life  interest. 

Mr.  Bates  for  the  legal  personal  representatives  of  Mrs. 
Banks. 

The  bequest  to  Mra  Walker  cannot  be  construed  inde- 
pendently, even  in  point  of  grammar.  The  sentence  is 
this :  If  the  said  Sarah  Ba/nks  should  die  without  issue, 
then  the  said  landed  property  shall  go  to  Jasper  Burchett, 
for  his  life,  and  also  all  the  funded  property  shall  go  to 
Mrs.  Walker;  and  I  also  will  &c.  There  being  these  di- 
rections, the  insertion  of  the  conjunction  is  properly  deferred 
till  the  last.  But  the  intention  is  also  clear  not  to  give  the 
funded  property  to  Mrs.  Walker  if  Mrs.  Ba/nks  had  issue. 
There  is  therefore  a  blended  gift  of  realty  and  personalty,  in 
terms  which,  as  to  the  realty,  give  an  estate  tail,  and  which 


(a)  5  De  G.,  M*N.  &  G.  209.  (c)  Cox's  MS.  Op.  70. 

(6)  Id.  225,  226.  (cQ  Id,  p.  199,  n. 
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according  to  all  the  authorities,  must  give  as  to  the  person- 
j^^        alty  an  absolute  interest 
Banks' Trust; 
ExparU 

HoviLL.  Mr.  Fooka  for  the  trusteea 


Ar^mMtU, 


Mr.  W.  M,  Ja/mes,  Q.  C,  in  reply. 


Judgment.       ViCE-ChANCELLOR  SiR  W.  PAGE  WoOD: — 

In  this  case  there  is  the  difficulty  which  always  occurs 
where  nothing  but  an  estate  for  life  is  given  to  the  party, 
and  no  estate  is  given  to  the  issue.  I  doubt  whether  the 
issue  take  any  interest  by  implication  from  the  terms  of  the 
gift  over. 

The  case  cited  from  Cox's  Manuscripts  seems  to  apply ;  and, 
according  to  that  case,  by  the  words  of  this  will,  Mrs.  Banks 
took  only  a  life  interest  in  the  funded  property.  The  fund- 
ed and  real  and  personal  property  are  given  to  her,  with  a 
direction  that  she  shall  in  no  way  dispose  of  any  of  the 
funded  property,  "  but  to  hold  the  same  for  her  natural  life; 
and  if  the  said  Sarah  Banks  should  die  without  issue,  then 
the  said  landed  property  shall  go  to  Jasper  Burchett  for  his 
natural  life."  There  is  a  complete  stop  here,  and  then  the 
will  continues:  "  I  will  and  direct  that  all  the  funded  pro- 
perty shall  go  to  my  granddaughter  Mrs.  Walker  and  her 
heirs,  for  ever."  There  is  a  gift  of  the  funded  property  to 
Sarah  for  life,  and  then  a  gift  over  of  the  real  estate,  which 
might  well  be  construed  to  imply  an  estate  tail  in  her  as  to 
that;  and  then  there  is  a  break,  and  then  a  gift  of  the  fund- 
ed property  to  Mrs.  Walker  absolutely,  which  I  must  hold 
to  be  a  gift  in  remainder,  for  I  am  not  necessarily  driven 
back  to  the  words  '  {{Sarah  Banks  should  die  without  issue ;' 
but  the  will  is  perfectly  consistent  if  it  is  construed  to  give 
Sa/rah  Banks  a  life  interest  in  the  funded  property,  and 
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after  her  death  to  give  the  same  property  to  Mra.  Walker        1855. 
absolutely.      I   think  that,    after  the  case  of  Ex  parte      ^^^J^ 
Wynch  (a)  and  the  authorities  there  referred  to,  I  cannot  Banks' Trust; 

Ex  DdftB 

hold  otherwise  than  that  Sarah  Banks  takes  only  a  life       Hovill. 
(a)  5  De  G.,  M*N.  &  G.  188. 


1856. 
DAVIS  V.  KIRK.  March  I2th. 

William  HARDINO,  by  his  win,  dated  in  1845,  wm^Devm 
gave  and  devised  all  his  freehold  and  copyhold  estates  to  *ffeir^'law-^ 
Anthony  Davis,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  to  hold  the  same  £^**^  ^^ 
unto  and  to  the  use  of  the  said  Anihony  Davis,  his  heirs  -; — 
and  assigns,  upon  trust  to  sell  all  those  three  closes  therein  the  testator's 
specifically  described,  and  to  stand  possessed  of  the  moneys  ^tate^tim- 
to  arise  from  such  sale,  upon  trust  to  pay  all  the  said  testa-  *®*^  ^  ^««»  ^P- 

on  trust  to 
tor  s  debts,  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses;  and  in  the  pay  the  rents 

next  place  to  pay  the  residue  thereof  to  the  said  testator's  and,afSrhS 

wife  AnnHa/rdinq;  and  as  to  all  the  rest,  residue,  and  re-  f^^^h^^po'* 
•^^  '  '  trust  to  con- 

mainder  of  the  said  testator's  real  estate  thereinbefore  given  voy  the  same 

and  devised  to  his  said  trustee,  upon  trust  to  pay  the  rents  estate  to  such 

and  profits  thereof  unto  the  said  Ann  Harding  for  her  life ;  2^oSd  Miswer 

and,  after  her  decease,  upon  trust  to  convey  the  said  residue  *^®xu®®^?!?*''* 

of  his  the  said  testator^s  real  estate  imto  such  person  as  tor's  heu>at- 

should  answer  the  description  of  his  heir-at-law;  and  the  theTescentof 

said  testator  appointed  the  said  Anthony  Davis  executor  of  ^c^hadde- 

his  said  will.  scended  to  the 

testator  ex 
parte  matemAy 

The  testator  died  shortly  after  the  date  of  his  will,  and  ^  i^^t-law 

the  said  Ann  Harding,  his  widow,  died  in  1853.  y  equitable 


devisee. 


At  the  time  of  his  death,  the  testator  Williami  Harding 
was  seised  in  fee  of  copyhold  lands  besides  those  mentioned 
in  the  will,  which  had  descended  to  him  ex  parte  matema^ 
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and  these  were  now  claimed  by  his  heir-at-law,  and  alao 
adversely  by  his  heir  ex  parte  matema. 


ArffWBMwt,         Mr.  W,  M.  James,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Jeasel,  for  the  Plainti£b. 

Mr.  Rolt,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Speed,  for  the  heir  ex  parte  ma- 
tehia,  relied  on  Oodbold  v.  Freestone  (a). 

In  Danvers  v.  Lord  Clarendon  (6)  it  was  decided,  that  a 
bequest  of  personal  property  to  J.,  for  life,  and  after  the 
death  of  -4.  to  the  heir  of  B,,  vested  in  the  person  who  was 
the  heir  of  5.  at  his  death  in  A's  lifetime,  and  not  in  the 
person  who  was  such  heir  at  A,*s  death.  Where  the  gift 
was  of  personalty  to  -4.,  "  and  failing  him  by  decease  before 
me,  to  his  heirs,'*  and  A.  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator, 
A.' 8  next  of  kin  at  the  testator's  death  were  held  to  be  enti- 
tled :  Vaux  V.  Henderson  (c),  Shepp.  Touchstone,  44!6,  Hoi- 
loway  V.  HoUoway  (d),  Evans  v.  Salt  (e),  OittiTigs  v.  M'Der- 
^w^^  (/)>  Harris  v.  The  Bishop  of  Lincoln  (gr). 

Where  real  and  personal  property  are  blended  and  given 
to  the  heir,  it  has  been  held  that  the  heir-at-law  takes  both: 
Gwynne  v.  MuddockQi),  Swaine  \.Burton{i),  De  Beauvoir 
V.  De  Beauvoir  (k),  Boy  dell  v.  Golightly  {l),  Tetlow  v.  Ash- 
ton  (m),  MouTisey  v.  Blamire  (n), 

Mr.  Oiffard  for  other  parties. 

Mr.  WiUcock,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Kar slake,  for  the  heir-at-law, 
who  was  also  the  customary  heir  of  the  testator. 


(a)  3  Lev.  406. 
(6)  lVem.35. 
(c)  IJ.  &  W.  388,  n. 
\d)  5  Ves.  399. 
ifi)  6  Beav.  266. 
(  /•)  2  M.  &  K.  69. 
Ig)  2  P.  Wins.  136. 


(h)  14  Ves.  488. 
(i)  16  Ves.  366. 
{k)  3  H.  L.  Gas.  624. 
(0  14  Sim.  327. 
(m)  20  L.  J.,  N.  S.,  ChaDC,  63; 
16  Jut.  213. 
(n)  4  Euss.  384. 
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Vice-Chancellor  Ser  W.  Page  Wood,  without  hearing 
the  counsel  for  the  Defendants,  gave  judgment  as  follows: — 

I  do  not  think  that  there  is  any  doubt  about  this  case.  I 
have  been  looking  at  the  case  of  Ha/i^ris  v.  The  Bishop  of 
Lincoln  (a).  The  report  of  it  is  in  the  shape  of  an  argu- 
ment between  the  bar  and  the  Court,  counsel  making  an 
observation  and  the  Court  answering  it  I  find  there  "  it 
was  objected,  that,  if  the  will  should  be  construed  in  such 
manner  as  to  entitle  the  heir  of  the  mother's  mother  to  the 
estate,  such  will  would  be  void  and  nugatory,  and  the  testa- 
tor all  this  while  would  be  doing  of  nothing,  because,  with- 
out any  will,  the  premises  would  go  to  the  heir  of  the 
mother's  mother,  who  was  the  heir-at-law  to  this  estate,  the 
heir  of  the  mother's  father  having  none  of  the  blood  of  the 
first  purchaser.  To  which  the  Court  said,  that  the  testator 
giving  by  his  will  several  annuities  and  charities,  and  then 
saying  that  the  residue  of  the  profits  should  go  to  the  right 
heirs  of  the  mother's  side,  it  was  the  same  thing  as  if  he  had 
said,  '  so  far  I  dispose  of  my  estate,  and  let  so  much  of  it  go 
from  my  heir  who  otherwise  would  have  had  it,  but  I  will 
not  dispose  of  it  any  further  from  the  heirs-at-law  of  the 
mother's  side,  whence  it  came,  and  where  it  would  go  in 
case  I  should  not  give  it  away.'"  In  other  words,  the  Court 
treated  it  as  not  being  a  devise  at  all,  but  considered  that 
the  heir  took  by  his  better  title;  and  that  was  the  principle 
of  the  decision. 


1856. 


Judgment, 


I  think  that  the  answer  to  the  case  of  Oodbold  v.  Free- 
atone  (6),  which  is  the  only  case  that  touches  this,  is,  that  the 
use  is  the  ok!  use.  Here  the  devise  is  an  express  devise,  which 
vested  the  whole  fee  simple  in  the  trustees,  and  gave  it  away 
from  the  heir.  The  whole  estate  is  devised  away  from  the  heir, 
and  the  trustees  are  left  to  deal  with  the  legal  fee  simple,  and 
to  convey  it  to  such  person  as  should  answer  the  description  of 


(a)  2  P.  Wms.  135. 


(6)  3  Lev.  406. 
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JmdgmewL 


the  testator's  heir-at-law.  The  expression  "heir-at-law'*  is 
somewhat  strong;  but,  independently  of  that,  the  fact  of  th^ 
testator  having  devested  the  inheritable  quality  of  the  estate 
by  breaking  the  descent  entirely,  and  giving  the  estate  to  the  * 
trustees,  and  leaving  them  to  find  out  the  heir,  has  put  th^n 
under  an  obligation  to  look  upon  the  heir  as  a  persona  de- 
signata,  and  they  cannot  regard  the  inheritable  quality  of 
the  estate,  but  they  must  find  out  the  person  who  answers 
the  description  of  heir-at-law  of  the  testator.  I  think  that 
there  is  not  any  authority  precisely  in  point;  but  the  prin- 
ciple must  be,  that,  when  once  the  descent  is  broken  by  a 
devise  of  the  whole  fee  simple  to  trustees,  upon  trust  to  con- 
vey it  to  the  testator's  heir,  they  are  bound  to  convey  it  to 
the  person  who  is  heir  of  the  testator  according  to  the  com- 
mon law. 


SIR  EDWARD  BULWER  LYTTON  v.  THE  GREAT 
NORTHERN  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 

J.  HE  Plaintifi"  Sir  Edward  Bvliver  LyttoUy  being  entitled 
to  an  estate  for  life  in  possession,  called  the  Knebworth  es- 
tate, in  the  county  of  Hertford,  through  which  the  Defend- 
ants, the  Oreat  Northern  Railway  Company,  were  making  a 
railway,  on  the  5  th  of  June,  1848,  entered  into  an  agree- 
ment with  the  said  company  as  follows: — 

"  Whereas  the  GhrecU  Northern  Railway  is  intended  to 
pass  through  the  estate  called  the  Knebworth  estate,  in  the 


stnict  and  maintain  a  nding  connected  with  their  railway  at  B.,  together  with  all  necessary 
approaches  thereto  for  public  use,  for  the  reception  and  delivery  of  goods : — Held,  that  spe- 
<afic  performance  could  be  decreed  of  the  agreement  to  construct  the  siding  and  approaches 
without  decreeing  the  company  to  maintain  them  when  made. 

Held,  also,  that  the  agreement  did  not  bind  the  company  to  erect  sheds,  or  to  keep  one 
of  their  serrants  in  attendance  at  the  siding;  but  that  it  obliged  them  to  construct  a  proper 
aiding,  with  approaches  and  a  wharf  or  raised  platform  for  the  loading  and  unloa(Ung  of 
goods. 

Beld  further,  that  **  neoeeaaiy  approaches  "  meant  also  **  proper  approaches." 


BaUway  Com- 
pany— Agree- 
ment— Specific 
Performance 
— Siding — 
''Neceteary" 
and  "proper" 

A  railway 
company 
agreed  with  a 
landowner, 
through  whose 
estate  the  rail- 
way would 
,  to  con- 
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possession  of  the  said  Sir  Edward  Oeorge  Earle  Lytton        1866, 

Bulwer  Lytton  as  tenant  for  life  thereof,  without  impeach-  gj^  e^  g, 
ment  of  waste,  under  the  will  oi  Elizabeth  Barbara  Bulwer       Litton 

Lytton,  dated  the  21st  of  July,  1840,  with  remainder  to  his  The  Great 

NOBTHEBN 

son  Edward  Bulwer  Lytton  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the  Railway  Ck). 
first  and  other  sons  of  the  said  Edward  Bulwer  Lytton,  st^uemem. 
with  divers  remainders  over.  And  whereas  the  said  com- 
pany have  given  notice,  in  due  form  of  law,  to  the  said  Sir 
Edward  George  Earle  Lytton  Bulwer  Lytton,  for  the  pur- 
chase of  such  parts  of  his  said  estates  as  will  be  required  by 
the  said  company  for  the  construction  of  the  said  railway; 
but  the  said  parties  not  being  able  to  agree  upon  the  price 
and  compensation  to  be  paid  in  respect  thereof,  notice  of  as- 
certaining the  same  by  jury  has  been  given,  and  such  price 
and  compensation  will  be  ascertained  by  the  verdict  of  such 
jury:  and  whereas  it  has  been  agreed  between  the  said 
Great  Northeim  Railway  Company  and  the  said  Sir  Edr 
ward  George  Earle  Lytton  Bulwer  Lytton,  that  the  said 
Great  Northern  Eailway  Company  shall  make  a  siding 
from  their  said  railway  at  a  place  called  Broadwater,  for  the 
purposes  hereinafter  mentioned,  and  also  to  find  and  provide 
such  commimication,  or,  in  lieu  of  communication,  to  pur- 
chase the  several  parcels  of  land  hereinafter  referred  to :  Now, 
therefore,  it  is  hereby  agreed  by  and  between  the  said  par- 
ties hereto,  that  the  said  Grea4;  Northern  Railway  Company 
shall  make,  form,  and  construct,  and  hereafter  maintain,  so 
long  as  the  same  shall  be  of  convenience,  a  siding  connected 
with  their  railway  at  Broadwater,  together  with  all  neces- 
sary approaches  thereto  for  public  use,  for  the  reception  and 
delivery  of  goods,  wares,  merchandise,  and  other  matters 
and  things  to  and  from  the  surrounding  neighbourhood,  in- 
cluding the  tenants  and  other  persons  on  the  estate  of  the 
said  Sir  Edward  George  Earle  Lytton  Bulwer  Lytton," 

The  Plaintiff  called  upon  the  Defendants  to  perform  their 
said  agreement,  and  received  in  reply  a  letter  from  Mr.  S^y- 
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Sir  E.  R 
Lttton 

V 

The  Great 

Northern 

Railway  Co. 

SUUemmi, 


mour  Clark,  the  engineer  of  the  company,  dated  the  12th 
day  of  December,  1853,  containing  the  following  passage: — 
"  I  propose  therefore,  if  such  will  be  satisfactory  to  you,  to 
move  this  siding  from  the  *  up '  to  the  '  down '  line,  and  make 
a  spur  (to  use  a  railway  technicality)  so  as  to  enable  full 
and  empty  waggons  to  be  separated.  To  put  up  signals  for 
day  use,  to  which  period  of  the  twenty-four  hours  the  access 
from  the  line  to  the  siding  would  be  limited,  and  to  work 
the  traffic  from  Welwyn  in  this  way,  namely,  that  all  trucks 
for  the  siding  at  Broadwater  being  left  at  the  Wdwyn  sta- 
tion, would  be  forwarded  thence,  and  all  waggons  to  be  sent 
fix)m  the  siding  being  moved  by  an  order  from  WdtOTfn,  no 
train  would  be  allowed  to  follow  that  that  was  doing  the 
work  at  Broadwater.  The  approach  road  made  by  the 
company  will  thus  be  available  to  yourself  and  tenants,  and 
the  question  of  wharves,  cattle  landing  places,  roofe,  &c.  must 
be  left  to  you,  or  such  parties  as  may  desire  to  use  the  sid- 
ing. The  company  cannot  build  them,  nor  can  I,  imder  any 
reading  of  the  agreement,  find  that  they  are  so  bound." 

The  bill  prayed  specific  performance  of  the  said  agree- 
ment, and  that  it  might  be  declared,  that,  according  to  the 
true  construction  thereof,  the  Defendants  ought  not  only  to 
carry  out  and  execute  what  was  proposed  in  and  by  the  said 
letter  of  the  12th  day  of  December,  1853,  but  also  to  erect 
a  wharf  or  platform  and  shed,  in  connection  with  the  line 
of  side  rails,  and  to  cause  some  servant  of  the  said  company 
to  attend  for  the  purpose  of  receiving  goods  intended  to  be 
forwarded  by  the  said  railway. 


Argument.         Mr.  WHlcock,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Hetherington,  for  the  Plain- 
tiff. 

Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  T,  Stevens,  for  the  company. 

The  Vice-Ohancbllor  reserved  judgment 
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Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood,  after  shortly 
stating  the  agreement,  continued  as  follows : — 

The  first  question  is,  whether  this  is  an  agreement  of 
which  this  Court  has  jurisdiction  to  direct  specific  perform- 
ance. The  Plaintiff  would  have  thrown  some  difliculty  in 
his  own  way  on  this  point,  if  I  had  adopted  the  construction 
of  the  agreement  suggested  by  him.  I  cannot  however  do 
sa  He  suggests  that  he  is  entitled  not  only  to  have  the 
material  things  mentioned  in  the  agreement  provided,  but 
also  to  have  all  accessory  conveniences,  as  «heds,  and  a  man 
to  wait  at  the  siding,  and  a  crane  to  load  and  unload  goods* 
which,  however,  is  not  asked  for  by  the  bill.  But  the  bill 
asks,  that  the  company  may  be  decreed  to  place  there  a  ser- 
vant of  their  own  to  attend  and  receive  the  goods;  and  I 
should  have  had  great  diflBculty  in  enforcing  such  an  obli- 
gation as  that  for  all  time  against  the  company,  supposing 
it  to  be  contemplated  by  the  agreement.  But  the  words  re- 
fer to  a  material  thing  only.  Nothing  is  said  about  the 
company  carrying  goods.  If  they  do  not,  those  who  desire 
to  use  the  railway  may  do  so  under  the  powers  given  them 
by  the  Acts  of  ParUament;  and  what  the  Plaintiff  is  enti- 
tled to  is  to  have  this  siding  formed,  whatever  it  may  be, 
and  the  necessary  approaches  made  thereto  for  public  use, 
for  the  reception  and  delivery  of  goods,  wares,  and  merchan- 
dise, and  other  matters  and  things. 
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The  Plaintiff  not  only  takes  an  extreme  view  of  his  rights 
in  requiring  the  company  to  keep  a  man  at  the  siding,  but 
also  in  requiring  them  to  build  sheds.  If  he  had  wished  to 
have  a  station  made,  it  would  have  been  easy  to  have  said  so ; 
the  meaning  of  that  word  is  familiar  to  every  one.  It  is  also 
equally  well  known  that  there  are  things  called  sidings,  on 
which  waggons  are  put  aside  from  the  main  track,  that  people 
may  come  and  remove  their  goods  fi'om  them ;  and  I  can- 
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not  give  much  credit  to  the  witnesses  who  say  that  a  siding, 
according  to  their  interpretation  of  the  word,  means  nimie- 
rous  other  things,  which  may  no  doubt  be  very  convenient, 
but  which  are  not  covered  by  the  true  signification  of  the 
word.  According  to  that  construction,  the  words  should  be 
equivalent  to  "  a  siding,  with  all  proper  conveniences  con- 
nected therewith ;"  but  nothing  of  that  kind  is  specified  in 
this  agreement  The  Defendants'  witnesses  on  the  other 
hand  say,  that  the  agreement  contemplates  a  siding  and  no- 
thing else;  but  there  is  also  the  stipulation  for  approaches, 
to  which  I  have  referred;  and  I  cannot  give  a  construction  to 
the  agreement  which  would  omit  any  of  the  words. 

What  was  proposed  to  be  done  by  the  Defendants  included 
something  partly  for  their  own  convenienca  It  is  for  the 
company's  advantage  to  carry  goods,  and  it  is  their  duty  to 
put  up  signals,  and  to  take  all  means  necessary  to  prevent 
accidents  by  collisiona 

The  secretary  of  the  company  wrote  a  letter  to  the  Plaintiff, 
in  which  he  says,  amongst  other  things,  "  the  approach  road 
made  by  the  company  will  thus  be  available  to  yoiurself  and 
tenants,  and  the  question  of  wharves,  cattle  landing  places, 
roofe,  &c.,  must  be  left  to  you,  or  such  parties  as  may  desire 
to  use  the  siding." 

There,  it  seems  to  me,  though  the  point  of  difference  is 
so  small  that  I  do  not  intend  to  give  costs  on  either  side, 
the  company  do  set  up  a  claim  to  be  exempted  fi'om  per- 
forming part  of  their  obligation  under  the  agreement.  The 
Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  wharf  or  raised  platform.  He 
claims  also  to  have  sheds,  and  one  of  the  company's  porters 
constantly  in  attendance;  as  to  these  I  see  nothing  in  the 
agreement,  and  if  there  were  any  such  stipulation  as  the 
last,  it  would  be  difficult  to  decree  specific  performance  of  it 


Then  the  next  question  is,  what  is  to  be  done  with  that 
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clause  which  says  that  the  company  are  to  maintain  the 
siding.  I  think,  as  to  this,  that  it  is  no  objection  to  a  bill 
for  specific  performance  of  an  agreement  to  construct  a  work 
of  this  kind,  that  there  is  a  clause  in  the  agreement,  that 
the  party  making  it  shall  keep  it  in  repair  when  made. 

I  may  order  that  the  work  shall  be  done;  and  the  ques- 
tion of  repairs  will  be  a  matter  of  inquiry  when  a  breach  of 
that  part  of  the  agreement  occiub.  There  is  no  question  of 
specific  performance  as  to  that  part  of  the  agreement  at  pre- 
sent. 

The  order  must  be  as  in  Sanderson  v.  The  Oockermouth 
and  Workington  Railway  Company  (a).  A  reference  must 
be  made  to  Chambers  to  see  that  the  work  is  duly  per- 
formed. And  I  must  adopt  the  decision,  that  the  word 
"  necessary"  in  this  agreement  means  also  "proper." 
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Dbclare,  that,  according  to  the  true  construction  of  this  agree- 
ment, the  company  ought  to  make,  form,  and  construct,  in  a  conve- 
nient place  at  or  near  BroadwcUeff  a  siding,  with  such  approaches 
thereto  as  may  be  necessary  and  proper  for  the  convenient  use  of  the 
siding,  and  for  the  reception  and  delivery  of  goods,  wares,  merchan- 
dise, and  other  matters  and  things. 

But  that  the  company  are  not  bound  to  provide  sheds  or  other 
conveniences,  except  as  aforesaid. 

Befer  it  to  Chambers,  if  the  parties  differ,  to  inquire  where  or  by 
what  means  the  same  is  to  be  done. 

No  costs  on  either  side. 


Jkcree. 


(a)  11  Beav.  497 ;  2  EL  &  T.  327. 
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^T^^^  BLINSTON  v.  WARBURTON. 

WiU--Ck)n-  1  HE  will  of  Joseph  BltTiaton,  dated  in  1822,  contained  a 

tefUwyJOeviu  devise  as  follows: — "  I  give  to  my  daughter  Sarah  a  dwell- 

wulwue—  ing-house  and  cottages  adjoining,  known  by  the  name  of 

^eoo^  C<ue—  Nag^8  Head,  situated  in  Lymm  Booth  land,  in  consideration 

-; —         that  she  pay  to  Ann  Chorley,  or  her  heirs,  501.  by  instal- 
A  devise  in  /•       ?  t*      n 

1822  of  real      ments  of  106.  per  annum  for  five  years,  to  commence  paya- 

™r^coiidi-      ^^^  twelve  months  after  my  decease;  but  in  case  my  daugh- 

tion  that  she     ^er  Sarah  dies  without  lawful  issue,  the  before  said  dwell- 

pay  60Z.  toB. 

by  instalments  ing-house  and  cottages  shall  go  to  my  son  Thomas,  or  his 

but  in  CTse5.'  heirs,  in  consideration  that  he  pays  to  my  son  Joseph,  or  his 
^^ue't^^lalnd  ^®^»  ^^^  ^^^  ^^  ^^^^  twelve  months  after  m/y  daughter 
to  go  to  r.  or    Sarah's  decease" 

his  heirs,  "  in 
consideration 

that  he  pays  The  testator  died,  and  Sarah  afterwards  married  the  De- 
heirs  the  snm  fendant  Bennett,  and  died  without  having  had  any  issue, 
mMhla^^^  but  having  previously  executed  a  disentailing  deed,  by  which 
thedeathofs:*:  she  affected  to  convey  the  property  to  trustees,  upon  trust 

•  "StML,  that 

the  gift  con-     for  the  survivor  of  herself  and  her  husband.     Her  husband 

a^feesim^eby  Survived  her,  and  had  possession  of  the  title  deeds, 
reason  of  the 

^ndlbat  the  '       These  fiujts  were  stated  in  a  special  case,  in  which  Joseph 

tot^e^^     i5?m8^07i  and  the  assign  of  Thomas  Blinston's  interest 

upon  her         were  Plaintiffs,  and  the  husband  of  Sarah  Bennett  and  the 

death  without 

issue  thenliv-    trustees  of  the  disentailing  deed  were  Defendants;  and  the 

Section  that  questions  were,  whether  the  Defendants  or  the  Plaintiff,  the 
theexecutoi^    assign  oi  ThoTTUts,  were  entitled  to  possession  of  the  title 

devisee  was  to  *=*  ^ 

pay  the  260Z.     deeds,  and  whether  the  2601,  was  a  valid  charge  upon  the 

twelve  months 

after  the  death   property. 

ofS. 

Wyld  ▼.  Ltwit  

(1  Atk.  482) 
distinguished. 

The  Court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  order  the  costs  of  all  parties  to  a  special  case  to  be  paid, 
unless  there  is  a  fund  in  Court  The  proper  course  is  to  insert  in  the  special  case  a  queation 
out  of  what  estate  or  fund  the  costs  should  be  paid. 
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Mr.  Rolt,  Q.  C  and  Mr.  C,  EaU,  for  the  Plaintiflfe,  relied 
on  NichoUs  v.  Hooper  (a),  in  which  the  devise  was  to  the 
testator's  wife  for  life,  and  after  her  decease  to  his  son  Tho- 
TnaSy  his  heirs  and  assigns,  for  ever:  Provided,  if  Thomas 
died  without  issue  of  his  body,  then  the  testator  bequeathed 
to  his  daughters  M,  and  E.  200^.,  to  be  paid  out  of  his  es- 
tate within  six  months  after  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of 
the  wife  and  son ;  and  the  dying  without  issue  was  construed 
to  mean  dying  without  issue  living  at  the  death  of  Thomas. 
— They  cited  also  Pells  y.Brown{b),  Doe  LKiing  y. Frost (o), 
and  Kava/nagh  v.  Morlomd  (d),  [The  Vice-Chancellor 
referred  to  Doe  v.  Webber  (e),  and  Ex  parte  Lavies  (/).] 
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Mr.  WiUcock,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  0,  L,  Russell,  for  some  of 
the  Defendants. — The  gift  conferred  an  estate  tail:  Doe  d. 
Cannon  v.  RvAxiMle  (gr),  Doe  d.  Jon^  v.  Davies  (h),  QreeTV- 
wood  V.  Verdon  (i). 

Mr.  Horsey,  for  the  trustees,  cited  Wyld  v.  Lewis  (k). 

Mr.  Rolty  Q.  C,  in  reply. 

Judgment  was  reserved. 


Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood: — 

The  question  in  this  case  is,  whether  the  gift  by  the  will      js^damMi 
of  Joseph  BliTiston  to  his' daughter  Sarah  conferred  on  her         


(a)   2  Vem.  685;   1  P.  Wma. 
198. 

(6)  Cro.  Jac.  591. 
(c)  3  R  &  Aid.  546. 
(rf)  Kay,  16. 
(e)  lB.&Ald.  713. 


(/)2Sim.N.S.114. 
(^)  8  C.  B.  876. 
(h)  4  B.  &  Ad.  4a 
(0  1  Kay  &  J.  74. 
(k)  1  Atk.  432. 
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$n  Estate  in  tail,  or  an  estate  in  fee  simple,  with  an  ex60u- 
toty  devise  over  in  the  event  of  her  dying  without  leaving 
issue  living  at  her  death.  The  will  is  very  inartificial]^ 
drawn,  it  contains  a  gift  in  the  following  terms  :--«- 

"  I  give  to  my  daughter  Sarah  a  dwelling-house  and  cot- 
iages  adjoining,  in  consideration  that  she  pay  to  Arm  Ohar^ 
ley,  or  her  hdrs,  502.  by  instalments  of  10{.  per  annum  £9r 
five  years,  to  commence  payable  twelve  months  after  my  d^ 
ceaaa''  By  this  gift  Sarah  would  take  the  fee  simple^  oa 
account  of  the  condition  attached  to  it  The  will  continues : 
"  But  in  case  my  daughter  Sarah  dies  without  lawful  iasue^ 
the  before  said  dwelling-house  and  cottages  shall  go  to  my 
son  Thomas,  or  his  heirs,  in  consideration  that  he  pays  to 
my  sou  Joeiph,  or  his  heirs,  ihe  sum  of  250L  twelve  months 
after  my  daughter  Sardh^s  decease.'' 

It  is  clear,  upon  the  authorities,  that  if  apt  words  of 
limitation  had  been  used,  and  an  estate  in  fee  so  given  to 
Sarah,  the  case  would  have  been  within  the  rule  laid  down 
in  Doe  v.  Frost  (a)  and  Doe  v.  Webber  (6) ;  and  the  fee  simple 
would  have  passed,  subject  to  a  valid  gift  over,  because  the 
payment  was  directed  to  be  made  within  twelve  months  af- 
ter the  decease  of  Sarah,  which  points  to  a  limited  period 
within  which  the  dying  without  issue  contemplated  by  the 
testator  was  to  take  place,  and  therefore  it  resembles  the 
words  used  in  those  cases.  In  the  late  Mr.  Prior' 8  valuable 
book  the  cases  are  collected.  In  Wyld  v.  Lewis  (c),  Lord 
Hardvdcke  held,  that  a  similar  gift  conferred  an  estate  tail, 
and  he  gives  as  the  reason,  his  desire  to  secure  the  estate  to 
the  testator's  grandchildren,  in  a  note  in  his  own  manu- 
script, which  is  given  in  West's  Reports,  311.  The  devise 
in  that  case  was  to  the  testator's  wife  of  all  his  lands  not 
settled  in  jointure  generally,  words  which  were  not  sufficient 


(a)  3  R  &  Aid.  546.        (6)  1  B.  &  Aid.  713.        (c)  1  Atk.  432. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

to  pass  the  fee  simple ;  and  "  if  it  shall  happen  that  my  said 

wife  Elizabeth  shall  have  no  son  nor  daughter  by  me  begot-      Bunston 

ten  on  the  body  of  the  said  Elizabeth,  and  for  want  of  such    ^     *' 

•^    .             ,                     '                                         Warburtoit. 
issue,  then  the  said  premises  to  return  to  my  brother  John         

Wyld,  if  he  shall  be  then  living,  and  his  heirs,  for  ever,  only  ^*«^^»»««- 
paying  to  his  two  brothers  (-4.  and  B.)  the  sum  of  150 J. 
within  one  year  after  the  decease  of  the  said  Elizabeth,'* 
The  words  there  were  remarkably  similar  to  the  language 
used  in  this  case;  and  Lord  Hardwicke  held  that  an  estate 
tail  was  created,  and  he  said  that  "  the  direction  for  the 
payment  of  1 50i.  within  a  year  are  very  proper  circumstances 
in  general  to  be  made  use  of,  to  induce  the  construction  con- 
tended for  by  the  Plaintiffii,  and  what  may  seem  to  imply 
an  intent  in  the  testator,  that  the  intierest  of  John  Wyld 
imder  the  will  shotdd,  if  at  all,  commence  on  the  death  of 
Elizabeth;  but  if  the  preceding  words  are  proper  to  create 
an  estate  tail,  the  legal  operation  of  them  cannot  be  con- 
trolled by  those  subsequent  provisiona'' 

I  notice  this  case  because  it  meets  one  part  of  the  argu*- 
ment,  that  the  payment  was  to  be  made  within  a  year,  and 
therefore  there  was  to  be  that  interval  after  the  death  of  the 
first  devisee  Lord  Hardwicke  says,  the  gift  over  waj9  to 
take  effect  upon  a  failure  of  issue  at  the  death  of  the  first 
taker,  and  a  period  was  given  afterwards  in  which  to  make 
the  payment.  Part  of  the  report  in  Atkyna  is  exactly  to  the 
same  effect  as  that  in  West^  but  in  the  latter  it  is  stated  as 
noticed  by  Prior,  par.  118,  that,  from  the  Lord  Chancellor's 
memorandum  added  to  his  own  note  of  the  case  (TTed^  311), 
it  appears  that  the  prevailing  idea  in  his  mind  was,  to  put 
such  a  construction  on  the  will  as  would  secure  the  estate  to 
the  testator  s  grandchildren.  He  evidently  rdied  on  that 
considerably  in  the  first  part  of  his  judgment. 

Here  I  find  a  gift  for  the  benefit  of  Sa/raJi,  and  then  a 
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gift  over  in  words  which,  referring  to  a  payment  to  be  made 
by  the  executory  devisee  within  a  year  after  the  death  of  the 
first  taker,  would,  unless  Sarah  took  an  estate  tail,  tend  to 
shew  that  the  limitation  over  was  intended  to  take  effect  on 
her  death  without  issue  at  a  particular  period ;  and  the  result 
would  be,  that  there  would  be  a  gift  for  life  to  Sa/raJk,  no  gift 
to  her  issue,  and  yet  the  estate  was  not  to  go  over  except  on 
&ilure  of  the  issue  of  Sarah.  And  I  have  first  to  consider 
whether  it  was  the  testator  s  intention  to  give  any  interest 
to  such  issue;  and,  secondly,  whether,  if  the  issue  failed 
within  a  limited  period,  it  was  his  intention  to  give  the 
estate  over  to  the  executory  devisee.  It  would  seem  an  ab- 
surd intention  to  impute  to  the  testator,  and  Lord  Hard- 
wicke  refers  to  that  absurdity,  that  Sarah  should  take  mere- 
ly a  life  interest,  that  her  issue  should  take  nothings  and 
yet^  if  Sarah  died  without  issue,  and  only  in  that  case,  there 
should  be  a  devise  over. 


In  Doe  V.  Webber  (a)  the  Court  distinguishes  the  case 
in  that  respect,  saying,  that  when  you  find  a  gift  in  fee  in 
the  first  instance,  the  issue  then  take  by  representation,  and 
the  gift  over  is  simply  a  qualification  of  the  larger  estate 
previously  given;  and  that  is  consistent,  because  the  issue, 
if  any,  would  take  by  virtue  of  the  first  gift,  and  if  there  be 
no  issue,  it  is  reasonable  that  there  should  be  an  executory 
devise. 

In  Wyld  V.  Lewis  (b)  Lord  Hardwicke  says,  "  It  seems 
clear  from  the  words  of  the  will,  (as  to  all  my  wordly  estate), 
which  introduce  the  disposing  part  of  the  will,  that  the  tes- 
tator intended  to  make  an  absolute  disposition  of  his  whole 
estate  by  his  will,  and  not  suffer  any  part  to  descend  as  un- 
disposed of  in  case  of  aay  contingency;  and  as  he  intended 


(o)  1  B.  &  Aid.  713. 


(b)  1  Atk.  432. 


Judgment. 
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a  disposition  of  the  whole  by  his  wiU,  the  objection  that  the  1856. 
grandchildren,  by  this  construction,  are  liable  to  be  excluded,  Bunston 
is  a  very  strong  argiunent  for  construing  this  an  estate  tail ;  yf^^i^^.^Q^ 
and  the  inclination  to  avoid  this  absurdity  has  been  the 
principal  reason  for  construing  words  of  the  singular  number, 
and  which  are  properly  descriptive  of  particular  persons  only, 
in  a  collective  sense,  as  including  all  the  descendants  of  the 
first  taker :"  that  is  referring  to  the  words  "  son  "  or  "  daugh- 
ter." The  real  rule  is  admirably  extracted  from  the  cases 
by  Prior,  par.  104 : — "  A  comparison  of  the  cases  of  Wyld  v. 
Lewis  (a)  and  Simrriona  v.  Simmons  (b),  with  the  other  cases 
under  the  respective  subdivisions  in  which  they  will  be  found, 
will  perhaps  warrant  the  following  general  conclusion :  'That 
when  there  is  nothing  in  the  will  to  give  an  estate  to  the 
issue,  or  to  give  the  ancestor  more  than  a  life  interest,  words 
in  the  limitation  over  not  directly  expressing,  but  which  in 
the  generality  of  cases  would  be  considered  as  intimating  an 
intention  on  the  part  of  the  testator,  that  the  failure  of  issue 
should  be  confined  to  a  limited  period,  shall  not  have  this 
eflfect;  but  that,  on  the  contrary,  the  gift  over  shall,  if  pos- 
sible, be  construed  as  taking  efiect  on  an  indefinite  failure 
of  issue,  for  the  purpose  of  creating  according  to  the  rule 
stated  (c)  an  estate  tail  in  the  ancestor,  and  thereby  secur- 
ing a  devolution  of  the  property  to  his  issue/  " 

I  think  that  it  is  impossible  to  put  it  better  than  in  those 
words;  and  applying  that  doctrine  which  seems  to  be  Lord 
HardtuicJce's  own  view  in  Wyld  v.  Lewis  (a),  though  I  find 
no  case  where  the  fee  simple  in  the  first  taker  was  merely 
a  constructive  fee  simple,  but  only  cases  where  there  was  an 
absolute  limitation  to  the  party  and  his  heirs;  yet  where  I 
can  give  to  the  words  "  failure  of  issue,''  restricted  as  iii 
this  case,  a  meaning  which  implies  failure  within  the  limitr 

(a)  Prior,  8. 118.  (c)  Prior,  s.  179. 

(6)  Id.,  8. 135.  {d)  I  Atk.  432. 
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ed  period  after  the  death  of  the  first  taker,  and  I  am  not 
driven  to  a  contrary  conclusion  by  the  absurdity  of  giving 
only  a  life  estate  to  the  parent  and  no  interest  to  the  issue^ 
I  am  obliged  to  construe  the  limitation  over  to  refer  to  the 
death  of  the  first  taker.  I  think  that  there  is  no  such  ab- 
surdity in  this  case,  and  I  may  hold  that  the  whole  fee 
simple  passed  by  the  first  gifty  and  then  the  gift  over  would 
be  good,  being  confined  to  the  proper  limited  period. 
Therefore  the  Plaintiff  Thomaa  BUnston  is  entitled  to  the 
deeds,  and  the  2502.  is  a  valid  charge  on  tlie  property. 


With  respect  to  costs,  upon  a  special  case  there  should 
dther  be  some  arrangement  between  the  parties,  or  there 
should  be  a  question  in  the  case  out  of  what  fund  they  ought 
to  come.  I  do  not  think  I  have  jurisdiction  to  order  the 
payment  of  the  costs,  there  being  no  fund  in  Court 


AprU8th. 


MATTHEWS  v,  WINDKOSS. 


WUl—Con' 
itruetion — 
Ind^nite  Ik- 
vise — Charge 
— Fee  Simjie 
—Life  Estate, 


1  HE  will  of  WiUiam  Windross,  dated  in  1820,  was  as  fol- 
lows:— "  I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath  unto  my  dear  wife 
Eleanor  all  the  lands  called  Dove  Acre  and  Blake  Steell 
closes,  with  a  bed  and  furniture  for  one  room,  such  as  she 
Devise  in  1820  may  fix  on  after  my  decease,  for  and  during  the  term  of  her 
andV  to  the  natural  life;  and  from  and  after  her  decease,  then  I  give, 
devise,  and  bequeath  unto  my  son  Josejyh  Wvndross  the 
Dove  Acre  close,  also  the  first  low  Blake  Steell  close,  wUh 
the  cow-house,  also  the  dweUmg-house  he  now  lives  m,with 


testator's  wife 
for  life,  and 
after  her 
death,  estates 
A.,  B.,  and  a 
to  the  testa- 
tor's son  /., 

without  words  of  limitation. 
be  paid  out  of  estate  A,  by  /.;-  -^e/d/that 
tato  only  in  B.  and  C. 


Subsequently  a  devise  of  an  annuity  of  lOZ.  to  D.  for  life,  to 
J,  took  an  estate  in  fee  simple  in  A,,  but  a  life  es- 
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all  the  appurtenances  belonging  thereto.  I  also  give,  devise, 
and  bequeath  unto  my  son  Jaffies  Windroas  the  sum  of  80i» 
given  to  me  by  his  uncle  William  KiKywles;  I  therefore  ap- 
point the  said  sum  to  be  paid  out  of  the  following  land  here- 
after mentioned ;  that  is  to  say,  the  second  Blake  SteeU  do&e, 
called  Bam  close,  also  another  close  adjoining  Mr.  Wright 
BJidHuathwaite  lane  end,  and  with  the  hedge  adjoining,  now 
belonging  to  the  other  low  field,  also  to  be  subject  to  make 
his  own  gate.  I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath  imto  my  son-in-- 
law Stephen  Smith  the  third  Blake  SteeU  close,  adjoining 
Mr.  Rohson's  land;  also  two  other  closes,  called  Blake  SteeU, 
adjoining  the  lane.  Also  I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath  unto 
my  son  David  Windross,  now  in  Jamaica,  if  he  ever  comes 
back  again  to  reside  in  England,  the  sum  of  101.  a  year 
during  his  natural  life,  to  he  paid  out  of  the  Dove  Acre 
close  by  my  son  Joseph  Windross,  I  give,  devise,  and 
bequeath  unto  my  son  John  WiTidross  all  my  other  lands, 
messuages,  and  tenements  not  hereinbefore  disposed  of,  and 
all  my  stock  in  trade,  and  farming  dead  and  live  stock,  of 
whatsoever  description  it  may  be,  subject  to  pay  all  my  just 
debts  as  executor.  Also,  I  do  hereby  appoint  my  son  John 
Windross  sole  executor  and  residuary  legatee  of  this  my  last 
will,  hereby  revoking  all  former  and  other  wills  by  me  made, 
and  do  declare  this  only  to  be  my  wilL"' 


1866. 


SkUemmt. 


Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Hum/phry,  for  persons  represent-     Argwmei^. 
ing  John  Windross. 

The  gift  to  Joseph  conferred  on  him  an  estate  in  fee  in 
Dove  Acre,  and  estates  for  life  only  in  the  other  property 
given  to  him. 

Mr.  C.  Holly  for  persons  representing  Joseph  Wi/ndross. 

Joseph  Windross  took  an  estate  in  fee  simple  in  all  the 
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Argument, 
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property  devised  to  him.  When  the  testator  intended  to 
confer  a  life  estate,  he  so  expressed  himself;  and  therefore 
the  inference  is,  when  he  makes  an  indefinite  gift^  that  it  is 
intended  to  confer  a  fee  simpla  But  in  Dove  Acre  at  least 
a  fee  simple  was  given  by  means  of  the  charge  upon  it: 
Doe  V.  S7ieUing(a);  and  this  strengthens  the  implication  as 
to  ihe  other  estates  given  to  Joseph.  Moreover,  Dow  Acre 
was  most  probably  intended  to  be  used  in  the  clause  creating 
the  charge  as  a  generic  name  referring  to  ail  the  estates 
previously  given  to  Joseph. 


Mr.  Rolt,  Q.  C,  in  reply. 


Judgment.      ViCE-ChANCELLOB  SiR  W.  PAGE  WoOD: — 

There  is  only  one  point  in  this  case  which  requires  much 
consideration,  namely,  whether  or  not,  coming  to  the  conclu- 
sion that  one  of  the  gifts  in  this  will,  in  which  there  are  no 
words  of  limitation,  confers  a  fee  simple  on  Joseph  Wi/ndross, 
I  am  bound  to  extend  that  construction,  so  that  having  con- 
strued in  this  manner  one  indefinite  gift,  I  must  hold  the 
others  to  have  a  like  effect ;  and  I  am  of  opinion  that 
I  cannot  do  so,  and  that  it  would  be  going  ftirther  than, 
upon  a  proper  construction  of  the  testator's  intention,  I  am 
warranted  to  go. 

In  any  will  it  is  necessary  to  construe  the  intention  firom 
the  expressions  actually  used ;  and  the  Courts  always,  as  in 
Doe  V.  Snelling  (a),  most  reluctantly  decide  that  a  gift  of 
land  without  words  of  limitation,  by  a  will  under  the  old  law, 
will  not  pass  the  fee  simple,  though,  as  Lord  Mansfield  said, 
a  testator,  when  he  gives  a  house  indefinitely,  probably  in 
his  own  mind  means  the  same  as  when  he  gives  a  horse ;  for, 


(a)  0  East^  87. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


409 


unless  somethiDg  is  expressed  in  the  will,  it  is  a  settled  rule, 
that  such  a  gift  of  real  estate  under  the  old  law  conferred 
only  an  estate  for  life.     If  there  is  a  charge  on  the  devisee 
personally,  or  in  respect  of  the  property  devised,  of  payments 
which  may  make  him  a  loser,  unless  he  take  the  fee  simple, 
in  that  case  he  is  held  to  take  the  fee.     That  is  clearly  ex- 
pressed by  Lord  Ellenborough  in  Doe  v.  Snelling  (a),  where 
the  devise  was — "  Also  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  the  said 
George  Snelling  and  Sarah  his  wife  "  real  and  personal  es- 
tate, "  after  having  thereout  first  paid  and  discharged  all  my 
just  debts  and  funeral  expenses;"  and  Lord  Ellenborough 
said,  "  We  must  read  it  as  one  entire  sentence,  beginning  at 
the  words,  '  also  I  give  and  bequeath  imto  the  said  Oeorge 
Snelli/ng  and  Sarah  his  wife,'  &c.,  for  the  words  *  I  give  and 
bequeath '  occur  only  once.     If  then  the  sentence  include 
the  real  as  well  as  personal  property,  and  the  debts  are  to 
be  thereout  paid  by  the  devisees,  it  diflfers  this  case  from  the 
case  of  Denn  v.  Mellor  (b),  and  that  class  of  cases,  where  the 
land  is  devised  only  after  payment  of  debts :  for  there  the 
thing  itself  is  not  given  to  the  devisee  till  after  those  charges 
have  been  first  satisfied.     But  where  the  devisee  is  to  pay 
the  charge  out  of  the  land,  he  must  first  take  the  interest  in 
the  land     This  brings  the  case  within  that  of  Doe  v.  Ri- 
chards (c),   the  doctrine  and   principle  of  which  is  right, 
though  perhaps  the  words  to  which  it  was  applied  will  hardly 
sustain  the  application,  as  was  considered  by  many  of  the 
Judges  on  the  decision  of  the  case  of  Moor  v.  MeUor  (d)  in 
the  House  of  Lords.     That  was  a  devise  of  lands,  '  his  lega- 
cies and  iuneral  expenses  being  thereout  paid;'  and  those 
words  were  holden  to  carry  the  fee,  being  considered  the 
same  as  if  the  devisor  had  said,  'being  by  him  (the  de- 
visee) thereout  paid.'     And  if  those  words  had  been  add- 
ed, the  application  of  the  doctrine  would  unquestionably 


1856. 


Judgmmt. 


(a)  6  East,  87. 

(6)  6T.  R.568;  2  B.  &  P.  247. 


(c)  3  T.  R.  366. 
(cO  2  R  &  P.  252. 
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have  been  right"  That  is  the  very  caae  now  before  me 
'*  The  doctrine,  however,  has  been  long  established/"  In 
a  previous  part  of  his  judgment  he  says,  *'  Where  debts  or 
annuities  are  to  be  paid  by  the  devisee  at  all  events,  out  of 
the  estate  in  his  hands,  the  devisee  must  take  a  fee,  other- 
wise the  charge  might  be  greater  than  the  estate  devised, 
and  he  would  be  a  loser/'  In  a  subsequent  part,  again  he 
says, ''  I  am  dear  that  the  debts,  &c.  were  personal  chai^gee 
upon  the  devisees  in  respect  of  the  property  devised  to 
them'' 


The  case  here  is,  that  three  estates,  A.,  B.,  and  O,,  are  de- 
vised to  Joseph  Wi/ndroas,  he  paying  out  of  ^.  an  annuity 
to  his  brother  David,  It  cannot  be  necessary,  to  prevent 
Joseph  from  being  a  loser  by  this  gift,  that  he  should  take 
an  estate  in  fee  simple  in  estates  B,  and  (7.  He  cannot  po6k 
sibly  be  a  loser,  because  the  annuity  is  only  charged  on  estate 
A.;  and  if  that  should  be  exhausted,  there  is  no  charge  upon 
the  devisee  Joseph  in  respect  of  the  annuity.  Even  if  he  ex- 
hausts estate  A.  in  paying  the  annuity,  he  is  no  loser.  The 
annuitant  cannot  come  upon  him  for  anything  more,  because 
it  is  out  of  that  estate  A,  alone  that  his  annuity  is  to  be  paid. 
Hierefore,  it  is  not  necessary  to  give  to  Joseph  the  fee  sim- 
ple of  estates  B,  and  G.  in  order  to  enable  him  to  pay  this 
annuity. 

The  true  answer  to  the  argument,  that  this  would  be  giv- 
ing a  different  construction  to  similar  words  in  the  same  will, 
is  that  that  is  not  the  effect  of  such  a  decision,  because  there 
are  words  charging  estate  A,  with  an  annuity,  and  there  are 
no  words  of  charge  superadded  to  the  devises  of  estates  B, 
and  a 


Construing  each  gift  according  to  the  whole  tenor  of  the 
will,  I  think  it  is  impossible  to  hold  that  Dove  Acre  is  Si,  ge- 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  411 

neric  name  by  which  the  testator  meant  to  describe  all  the         1856. 
subjects  of  his  previous  gift  to  Joseph, 


Declare  that  the  fee  simple  of  Dove  Acre  was  devised  to  Joseph,      Minute  of 
but  that  the  reversion  after  his  death  in  the  other  estates  devised  to        J>ecree. 
him,  forms  part  of  the  testator's  general  estate. 


MACRAE  u  SMITH. 
PANTON  V.  SMITH. 

1 HESE  were  two  administration  suits.  Creditor^  SuU 

— Staying  Pro- 

The  first  was  a  suit  by  creditors  on  behalf  &c.,  stating,  Tetme^^JHteo- 
that  the  testator  was  indebted  to  them  for  money  expended  ^^  i^if^ 
by  them  in  repairing  a  ship  belonging  to  the  testator,  at  ^o  Court. 
Moulmem  in  the  East  IndieSy  where  the  Plaintiflfe  resided.   On  an  applica- 
The  three  executors  and  devisees  in  trust  of  the  testator  made^to^tey* 

were  Defendants.    And  the  bill  stated  that  the  vouchers  creditors*  suit 

.  i.        1  .  because  of  a 

and  documents  relating  to  the  expenses  of  such  lepaurs  were  decree  obtain- 
in  the  hands  of  the  executors.     Interrogatories  had  been  fil-  ^^Stration 

ed  and  delivered:  but  no  answer  had  been  put  in.     The  ^^tBubse- 

'  ^  quently  msti- 

second  suit  had  been  since  instituted  by  two  of  the  testator's  tuted  by  two 

three  executors  against  the  third,  and  a  decree  had  been  ob-  tore  against 

tained  in  this  suit.  tl^'^'^o 

evidence  of 

The  Plaintiffs  in  Panton  v.  Smith  now  moved  in  these  *^®  amount 

of  assets  re- 

suits,  to  stay  all  proceedings  in  the  suit  of  Macrae  v.  Smith,  ceived  by  the 

executors,  and 

as  it  appeared 

that  the  ore- 
Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr,  Oiffard,  for  the  motion.  ditor'scaaein 

the  first  suit 

Mr.  JameSy  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Hemming,  contra.  vouohera  mk 

documents  in 
the  hands  of  the  executors,  the  Court  ordered  the  motion  to  stand  over  until  the  executors 
had  put  in  their  answer  in  that  suit. 

SenihUy  that  a  creditor  whose  suit  in  equity  Lb  stayed,  as  well  as  a  creditor  who  is  restrain- 
ed from  prosecuting  an  action  at  law.  Lb  entitled  to  have  a  discovery  of  assets  possessed  by 
the  executors,  and  payment  of  the  amount  into  Court. 
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Argument, 


The  decree  obtained  is  not  a  creditors'  decree. 

Even  where  there  is  such  a  decree,  this  Court  only  grants 
an  injunction  to  stay  a  creditor  from  suing  the  executor  at 
law,  upon  the  terms  of  the  executor  making  an  affidavit  as 
to  the  funds  in  his  hands,  and  paying  the  amount  into  Court: 
Paxton  V.  Douglas  (a).  Moreover,  the  Piaintiflfe  in  Mdcme 
V.  Smith  cannot  prove  their  claim  in  that  suit,  unless  they 
obtain  an  answer  from  the  Defendants,  and  discovery  of  the 
documents  in  the  Defendants'  hands.  [Mr.  Rolt,  Q.  C. — 
They  may  examine  the  Defendants  on  oath,  and  make  them 
produce  documents.]  [Vice-Cbancellor. — I  doubt  whe- 
ther a  creditor,  coming  in  under  a  decree,  could  obtain  a  dis- 
covery of  documents  from  the  parties  in  that  suit.]  Where 
additional  relief  beyond  the  mere  administration  decree  is 
asked  in  the  suit  sought  to  be  stayed,  the  Court  will  not  stay 
the  suit  as  to  such  relief:  Dryden  v.  Foster  (6),  Budgen  v. 
Sage  (c).  At  any  rate,  if  our  suit  is  stayed  the  prosecution 
of  the  decree  in  the  other  suit  should  be  given  to  us : 
Hawkes  v.  Barrett  (d). 


Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  in  reply,  cited  Oolder  v.  (folder  (e). 


Judgment.      ViCE-ChANCELLOR  SiR  W.  PAGE  WoOD  : — 

In  the  case  of  Clarke  v.  Lord  Ormond  (/)  Lord  Eldon 
laid  down  the  principle  upon  which  these  orders  are  mada 
He  expressed  some  surprise  that  the  Plaintiff  in  that  case, 
who  was  a  legatee,  should  apply,  and  intimated  that  it  was 
the  duty  of  the  executors  to  make  the  application ;  and  he 
crfberwards  said,  "  The  first  question  is,  what  would  be  done 
if  this  application  had  been  made  by  the  executors  ?  and  I 


(a)  8  Ves.  620. 
(6)  6  Beav.  146. 
(c)  3  M.  &  C.  683. 


(d)  5  Mad.  17. 

(e)  9  Hare,  276. 
(/)  Jac.  122. 
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do  not  mean  any  reflection  on  them  when  I  say,  that  I  think 
they  ought  to  have  made  it  Ever  since  the  case  oi  Montis 
V.  The  Bank  of  England(a\  it  has  been  the  settled  doctrine 
of  the  Court,  that,  where  a  decree  has  been  obtained  for  pay- 
ment of  creditors,  it  is  in  the  nature  of  a  judgment  for  all; 
and  the  Court  therefore  will  not  permit  any  particular  cre- 
ditor, by  proceeding  at  law,  to  disturb  that  administration  of 
the  assets  which  this  Court,  in  the  execution  of  that  judg- 
ment for  all  the  creditors,  will  decree ;  and  the  Court  not  be- 
ing in  the  habit  of  taking  the  word  of  any  one  as  to  the 
amount  of  the  assets  or  of  the  debts  till  it  has  a  report  find- 
ing what  they  are,  and  considering  that  equal  justice  must 
be  done  to  all,  will  not  in  the  meantime  allow  any  to  touch 
the  assets.  Even  if  the  creditor  has  got  a  judgment  before 
the  decree,  though  he  may  come  in  and  prove  as  such,  he 
must  not  take  out  execution." 

He  subsequently  said,  ''  It  afterwards  appeared  to  me  that 
many  unrighteous  proceedings  were  introduced  by  these  suits ; 
and  I  therefore  laid  down  the  rule,  that  when  the  executor 
applied  for  such  an  injunction,  he  should  enable  the  Court, 
if  in  its  discretion  it  should  think  fit,  to  order  him  to  pay  in 
the  balance  in  his  hands.  It  was  then  asked,  why  did  not 
the  creditors  make  the  executor  set  forth  the  balance  in  his 
answer,  so  as  to  enable  a  motion  for  payment  of  it  to  be 
made  ?  But  the  answer  to  that  was,  that  the  creditor  was 
generally  friendly  to  him ;  and  that  it  was  probably  the  com- 
mon prurpose  of  both  that  the  money  should  remain  in  his 
pocket.  The  Court  therefore  called  upon  him  to  set  forth 
the  amount'^  Those  observations  apply  in  terms  to  a  case 
where  the  bill  is  filed  by  a  creditor ;  but  the  difference  between 
that  case  and  this  is  too  thin  for  me  to  rely  upon  it;  and  I 
think,  that,  in  a  case  like  this,  where  an  executor  obtains  a 
decree  for  administration  against  his  co-executors,  that  is  a 
decree  for  the  benefit  of  all  the  creditors  of  the  testator.  At 
the  same  time  the  Court,  on  an  application  for  an  injunction 


1856. 


Judgment. 


VOL.  II. 


(a)  Ca.  t.  Talbot,  217;  4  B.  P.  C.  287. 


K.  J. 
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1856.  to  stay  proceedings  at  law  by  a  credits,  will  order  the  ex^ 
cutor  to  make  an  affidavit  of  the  amount  of  assets  in  his  pos- 
session, and  to  pay  the  balance  into  Court;  and  I  cannot  see 
why  a  creditor  in  equity  is  not  entitled  to  the  same  reUe£ 

Then,  in  this  case,  the  Plaintifis  in  Macrae  v.  Smith  have 

Judgment,  made  a  case,  which  it  appears  from  the  bill  depends  on 
vouchers  and  documents  which  are  in  the  hands  of  the  De- 
fendants in  that  suit;  the  executors  of  the  testator.  I  do 
not  think  that  it  would  be  right  that  this  suit  should  go  on 
to  the  hearing;  but  I  must  order  that  the  present  motion 
should  stand  over  until  the  Defendants  have  answered,  and 
then  I  shall  know  who  ought  to  have  the  conduct  of  this 
litigation. 


Ftb.l  thd: 
March  nth. 

Injunction — 
Contract — 
SpcdffUiPer- 
forma/nce^~ 
Remainder' 
man — Nni- 
eanee — iVoori- 
oueTradet — 
Acquiescence, 


JOHNSTONE  V.  HALL. 


John  ha  WKINS,  being  seised  in  fee  simple  of  a  plot 
of  land  in  Gheetha/m  in  Lancashire,  by  an  indenture  of  lease, 
dated  July,  1838,  demised  it  to  one  Jacobs  for  a  term  of 
999  years  from  the  24th  of  Jime  then  last,  at  the  yearly 
rentof33Z.  12«.  Sd,  By  the  same  indenture,  Jacobs,  for 
himself,  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  co- 
in a  MsTrestr  v^naiited  with  John  Hawkins,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  to  build 
ing  simply  up-  upon  the  premises  one  or  more  dwelling-house  or  dwelling- 

if  the  party 

Beeklng  specifio  performanoe  be  entitled  in  possession,  he  has  a  right  to  the  enjoyment  of 
the  property  modo  et  formft  according  to  his  covenant;  but  if  he  be  entitled  in  remainder 
only,  he  must  shew  that  he  has  sustained  some  material  damage  by  reason  of  the  breaoh  to 
entitle  him  to  relief  of  this  nature. 

Demise  of  land  for  999  years,  at  a  yearly  rent  of  332.  odd,  and  covenant  by  lessee  not  to 
carry  on,  or  suffer  to  be  carried  on,  in  any  building  to  be  erected  on  the  premises,  any  of  ae- 
yeral  noxious  or  objectionable  trades  and  employments,  **  or  any  other  trade,  business,  or 
employment  whatsoever,"  but  to  use  the  premises  solely  for  private  dwelling-houses.  Lessor 
died,  having  devised  the  premises  to  one  for  life,  and  to  the  Plaintiffs  in  remainder.  De- 
fendant, as  sub-lessee,  carried  on  upon  the  premises  a  school  for  girls.  A  bill  for  an  injunc- 
tion, living  the  tenant  for  life  (who  was  not  a  Plaintiff),  dismissed  with  costs,  upon  the  ground 
that,  having  regard  to  the  circumstance  that  the  Plaintiffs  were  merely  entitled  in  re- 
mainder, the  relief  prayed  was  too  minute,  there  being  no  case  of  waste,  but  only  a  posA- 
bility  of  the  respectability  of  the  neighbourhood  being  in  some  measure  affected ;  and  the 
argument  from  acquiescence  oould  not  apply,  the  Plaintiffs  having  no  right  of  re-entry. 

But  held,  obiter,  that  in  a  gross  case,  e.  g.  a  noxious  trade,  an  injunction  would  have  been 
granted,  although  the  Plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  in  possession. 
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houses,  \vith  suitable  offices  and  outbuildings,  and  to  keep 
the  same  in  proper  repair ;  and  also,  that  he,  Jacobs,  his 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns  would  not  erect  or 
make  or  carry  on,  or  sufifer  to  be  erected  or  made  or  car- 
ried on  at  any  time  upon  the  premises,  or  in  any  edifice  or 
building  to  be  erected  thereon,  any  of  several  noxious  or 
objectionable  buildings,  manufactories,  trades,  and  employ- 
ments in  the  indenture  specified,  "  or  any  other  manufac- 
ture, trade,  business,  or  employment  whatsoever,  or  commit, 
permit,  or  suffer  any  nuisance  or  annoyance  whatsoever  in 
or  upon  the  said  premises,  it  being  thereby  expressly  agreed 
that  the  premises  should  at  all  times  thereafter  be  used  and 
enjoyed  solely  as  and  for  a  private  dwelling-house  or  private 
dwelling-houses." 

John  Hawhina  died  in  1841,  having  devised  all  his  real 
estate,  including  his  interest  in  the  premises  comprised  in 
the  lease,  to  trustees,  to  the  use  of  his  son  John  Heywood 
Hawkins  for  life,  sans  waste,  with  remainder  to  trustees 
to  preserve  contingent  remainders,  with  remainder  to  the 
use  of  the  first  and  other  sons  of  John  Heywood  Hawkins 
successively  in  tail  male,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  his 
first  and  other  sons  successively  in  tail  general,  with  re- 
mainder to  the  use  of  the  testator's  daughter,  the  Plaintiff 
Mary  Anne  Johnstone,  (then  Mary  Anne  Hawkins,  spin- 
ster), and  her  asrigns,  for  life,  with  remainder  to  trustees  to 
preserve  contingent  remainders,  with  remainder  to  the  use 
of  her  first  son  in  tail  general,  with  remainders  over. 

John  Heywood  Hawkins  was  still  a  bachelor. 

Jacobs*  interest  in  the  premises  became  vested  in  the  De- 
fendant Hall,  who  underlet  a  house  which  had  been  built 
thereon  by  Jacobs  or  his  assigns,  to  the  Defendant  Arm- 
strong, for  a  term  of  years  determinable  at  Christmas,  1856. 
Armstrong  commenced  and  carried  on,  in  the  house  com- 
prised in  his  underlease,  a  school  for  the  education  of  girls. 

E  £  2 
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The  bill  was  filed  by  Johnstone  and  Mary  An/ae  his  wife, 
and  their  eldest  son  (an  infant),  against  HaU,  Armstrong, 
and  John  Heywood  Hawkins.  It  contained  the  following 
averment: — "The  carrying  on  of  the  said  school  in  and 
upon  the  said  house  and  premises  is  productive  of  great  in- 
convenience and  annoyance  to  other  tenants  of  the  Plain- 
ti£&,  and  is  detrimental  to  the  property  of  the  Plaintiffi,  as 
well  in  consequence  of  such  inconvenience  and  annoyance  as 
by  lowering  the  character  of  the  said  house  and  of  the  acU 
joining  property,  and  thereby  the  estate  and  interest  of  the 
Plaintiflfe  in  the  said  property  will  be  materially  injured, 
unless  the  Defendants  HaU  and  Armstrong  are  restrained 
from  carrying  on  the  said  school."  The  bill  prayed  an  in- 
junction to  restrain  the  Defendants  HaU  and  Armstrong 
from  using,  following,  exercising,  or  carrying  on,  in  or  upon 
the  said  house  and  premises,  the  trade,  business,  or  employ- 
ment of  a  school,  or  any  other  trade,  business,  or  employ- 
ment whatsoever,  and  from  using  and  enjoying  the  said 
house  and  premises  otherwise  than  as  a  private  dwelling- 
house. 


The  cause  now  came  on  to  be  heard  upon  motion  for 
a  decree. 


Arpwuau,         Mr.  jBoW,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  F reeling  for  the  Plaintiflfe: — 

The  lease  of  1838  contains  an  express  covenant  not  to 
cany  on  any  trade,  business,  or  employment  whatsoever,  and 
to  use  the  premises  solely  as  a  private  dwelling-house.  This 
covenant  has  been  broken  by  the  Defendants.  The  Court, 
therefore,  will  grant  the  injunction,  without  putting  the 
Plaintiff  to  prove  damages. 


[The  Vice-Chancellor. — The  question  is,  whether,  dur- 
ing the  preceding  tenancy  for  life,  the  Plainti£&  have  sucb 
an  interest  in  the  covenant  as  to  maintain  this  bill] 
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But  it  is  a  question  of  waste ;  if  this  trade  is  allowed  others 
will  follow,  and  the  whole  character  of  the  neighbourhood 
will  be  changed.  It  will  then  be  too  late  for  the  Plaintif& 
to  ask  to  be  reinstated.  To  reinstate  them  will  be  impos- 
sible. If  the  Plaintiffs  are  not  entitled  to  this  relief  Port- 
laTid  Place  might  become  as  Baker  Street,  and  the  remain- 
derman would  have  no  remedy. 

They  cited  ShadweU  v.  Hutchinson  (a),  Jesser  v.  Oif- 
ford  (6),  and  Daniel  v.  North  (c). 

Mr.  Dickenson  for  the  Defendant  John  Heywood  Haw- 
kvns,  who  had  participated  in  the  alleged  breach  of  cove- 
nant, took  no  part  in  the  argument. 

Mr.  Bazalgette  for  the  Defendant  Hall : — 

The  Plaintifl&  have  only  a  contingent  remainder  expect- 
ant upon  the  determination  of  the  life  estate  of  John  Hey- 
wood  HawhmSy  and  of  estates  tail  in  his  sons  should  he 
have  any,  and  that  is  an  interest  too  inconsiderable  to  war- 
rant this  application.  In  all  the  cases  cited,  parties  having 
a  present  interest  in  possession  were  Plaintifife.  Here  the 
tenant  for  life  is  not  a  Plaintiff;  on  the  contrary,  he  has 
waived  his  right 

Nor  are  the  Plaintiffs  entitled  upon  the  ground  of  waste. 
Even  in  cases  of  waste  the  Court  has  a  discretion.  Permis- 
sive waste  would  not  be  restrained  upon  a  bill  by  a  mere 
remainderman:  Powy s  y.  Blagrave(d),  ajid  this  case  can- 
not be  put  higher.  A  school,  as  Lord  Gra/nworth  says  in 
Kemp  V.  Sober  (e),  is  not  a  permanent  damage. 

Mr.  Eddisy  in  the  absence  of  Mr.  Daniel,  Q.  C,  for  the 
Defendant  Armstrong : — 


1856. 
Johnstons 

V. 

Hall. 


(a)  1  M.  &  M.  360. 

(b)  4  Burr.  2141. 

(c)  11  East,  372. 


(d)  Kay  496 ;  S,  C,  4  De  G. 
Mac.  &  G.  448. 
{€)  1  Sim.  N.  S.  617. 


418 


1856. 


Argument. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

The  bill  is  in  effect  for  specific  performance,  whicH  is 
granted  upon  this  ground,  and  upon  this  ground  only,  vis. 
that  the  remedy  at  law  is  inadequate — a  ground  which  pre- 
supposes that  there  is  some  remedy,  that  the  Plaintifib  would 
have  some  action,  at  law.  Now,  a  remainderman  has  no 
action  at  law  upon  a  breach  of  covenant,  unless  he  can  shew 
some  special  damage  to  his  reversionary  interests:  Taung 
V.  Spencer  (a),  Baxter  v.  Taylor  (6),  Jackson  v.  Peaked  (c). 
And  here  the  Plaintifi&  have  shewn  no  such  damage.  All 
the  cases  cited  on  their  behalf  assimie  that  the  inheritance 
would  necessarily  be  injured. 


Whatever  might  be  the  case  if  this  were  a  noxious 
trade,  it  is  impossible  to  imagine,  that,  when  the  Plaintiffs 
come,  if  they  ever  come,  into  possession  of  this  property,  the 
neighbourhood  will  be  found  to  have  been  depreciated  by  the 
circumstance,  that,  at  some  previous  time,  a  ladiesHSchool 
was  kept  in  the  house  in  question. 

Mr.  Freding  in  reply : — 

Either  the  Plaintiffs  have  a  remedy  at  law,  and  if  so,  they 
have  the  remedy  they  now  contend  for  in  this  Court,  as  an- 
cillary to  a  Court  of  law ;  or  they  have  no  remedy  at  law, 
and  in  that  case,  unless  this  Court  gives  relief,  there  will  be 
a  wrong  without  a  remedy;  the  property  will  come  to  the 
Plaintifis  with  its  character  totally  changed,  covered  with 
shops  of  butchers  and  tallow  boilers.  [The  Vice-ChanceI/- 
LOR. — I  should  be  with  you  if  this  were  the  case  of  such  a 
shop;  but  does  it  follow,  that,  because  you  would  be  entitled 
to  an  injunction  in  a  gross  case,  therefore  you  are  entitled  to 
the  same  relief  in  a  case  which  can  do  no  harm  whatever  f 
Coming  as  a  reversioner  in  a  case  which  is  not  a  strong  case, 
such  as  you  have  supposed,  must  you  not  shew  damage?]  Not 


(a)  10  B.  &  C.  145.        (6)  4  B.  &  Ad.  72.        (c)  1  M.  &  Selw.  234. 
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if  the  act  iu  question  is  a  clear  breach  of  an  express  cove- 
nant: in  such  a  case  mere  apprehension  of  damage  is  suffi- 
cient. The  relaxation  of  the  covenant  in  this  instance— even 
admitting  it  to  be  a  harmless  instance  (which  it  is  not) — 
would  result  in  a  relaxation  of  it  in  other  instances,  includ- 
ing the  most  offensive  trades.  The  Plaintifik  would  then  be 
estopped  by  acquiescence,  or,  if  not,  it  would  be  too  late  to 
seek  redress  when  the  neighbourhood  was  irreparably  in- 
jured. 

If  this  is  not  strictly  a  case  of  waste,  it  is  at  least  analo- 
gous to  such  a  case.  The  Court  will  read  this  covenant  as 
having  been  obtained  by  the  testator  for  the  benefit  of  the 
whole  inheritance. 

Judgment  reserved. 
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Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood: —  judgment. 

I  have  not  been  able  to  find  any  case  precisely  similar  to    March  llth, 
the  present,  though  many  approach  near  to  it. 

I  think  it  clear  that  the  Plaintiffs  have  no  remedy  at  law 
in  respect  of  the  injury  alleged  to  have  been  committed. 
They  are  not  precluded  from  suing  at  law  by  the  mere  cir- 
cumstance of  their  being  reversioners.  Under  the  statute 
32  Hen.  8,  c.  34,  they  would  be  entitled  at  law  to  the  bene- 
fit of  the  lessee's  covenants.  In  Isherwood  v.  Oldknow  (a), 
where  the  question  arose  upon  a  lease  under  a  power  in  a 
will,  Bayley,  J.,  held  that  the  Act  gave  the  benefit  of  the  co- 
venants to  the  persons  successively  entitled.  But,  being  re- 
versioners, the  Plaintiffs  are  precluded  from  suing  at  law, 
unless  they  can  allege  and  prove  special  damage  to  them- 
selves in  respect  of  their  interest  in  the  reversion.    That  was 


(a)  3  M.  &  Selw.  382,  404. 
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laid  down  expressly  in  Jackson  v.  Peeked  (a)  and  Baxter  r* 
Taylor  (b),  as  well  as  in  earlier  cases.  The  damage  so  to  be 
.  alleged  and  proved  may  be  of  various  kinds.  It  may  be 
material  injury  either  to  the  property  itself  or  to  the  title  of 
the  party  suing  as  reversioner.  In  one  case,  Taung  v. 
Spencer  (c),  which  was  cited  in  Boater  v.  Taylor,  the  dam* 
age  was  by  opening  a  certain  door,  which  it  was  argued 
might  occasion  a  confusion  of  boundary,  and  so  affect  the 
evidence  of  title.  That  is  the  only  case  I  have  found  in 
which  so  slight  a  circumstance  has  been  held  to  furnish  a 
possible  ground  for  special  damage.  But  all  the  cases  agree, 
that,  in  an  action  by  a  reversioner,  special  damage  must  be 
alleged  and  proved. 

In  this  case  no  special  damage  is  proved.  Damage  is 
alleged  in  the  bill  in  these  words : — "  The  carrying  on  of  the 
said  school  in  and  upon  the  said  house  and  premises  is  pro- 
ductive of  great  inconvenience  to  other  tenants  of  the  Plain- 
tiffs, and  is  detrimental  to  the  property  of  the  Plaintiffi,  as 
well  in  consequence  of  such  inconvenience  and  annoyance  as 
by  lowering  the  character  of  the  said  house  and  of  the  ad- 
joining property;  and  thereby  the  estate  and  interest  of  the 
Plaintiflfe  in  the  said  property  will  be  materially  injured,  un- 
less the  Defendants  Hall  and  Armstrong  are  restrained 
from  carrying  on  the  said  school"  But  with  regard  to  the 
damage  so  alleged,  the  evidence  is  all  one  way.  Indeed  it 
is  conceded  that  there  is  no  evidence  of  such  damage  as  is 
alleged  in  the  bill. 

It  does  not,  however,  follow  from  the  mere  circumstance 
of  the  Plaintiffs  being  without  remedy  at  law,  that  they  are 
therefore  without  remedy  in  this  Court.  In  other  cases  of 
this  character  a  party  who,  owing  to  the  peculiar  doctrines 
of  Courts  of  law,  can  have  no  relief  at  law,  may  be  relieved 
in  equity.     This  is  especially  the  case  with  reference  to  the 


(a)  1  M.  &  Selw.  234. 
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doctrine  of  CSourts  of  law  respecting  covenants  running  with 
the  land ;  and  it  is  now  quite  settled — as  was  stated  by  the 
L.  J.  Knight  Bruce  in  Coles  v.  Sima  (a),  referring  to  Tvlte^ 
V.  Moxhay{b)y  which  he  says  was  neither  the  first  nor  yet 
the  last  case  in  which  it  has  been  so  held — ^that  this  Court 
does  not  feel  itself  embarrassed  by  the  consideration  whe- 
ther a  covenant  does  or  does  not  run  with  the  land,  but 
looks  upon  it  as  a  contract  which,  in  either  case,  may  af- 
ford a  ground  for  relief 

Here  I  am  bound  to  consider  the  covenant  as  amoimting 
to  an  agreement  between  the  parties  as  to  the  user  of  the 
land,  and  the  question  is  whether  the  case  is  such  as  enti- 
tles the  Plaintiffs,  in  their  peculiar  position  as  reversioners, 
to  the  relief  prayed. 

If  the  Plaintiflfe  were  now  in  possession  of  the  property 
subject  to  the  lease,  no  doubt,  according  to  the  decision  in 
Kemp  V.  Sober  (c),  I  must  have  held  that  the  carrying  on  of  a 
school  was  a  breach  of  the  covenant,  which  is,  that  the  lessee 
should  use  the  premises  as  a  dwelling-house  only,  and  there 
must  have  been  a  decree  for  specific  performance  of  the 
agreement  as  between  Plaintiffs,  so  situated,  and  the  Defend- 
ants. But  the  Plaintiff  are  not  in  that  position.  They  are 
in  the  position  of  reversioners.  And  what  they  call  upon 
me  to  hold  is,  in  effect,  that  all  persons  who  may  successive- 
ly come  into  the  possession  and  enjoyment  of  the  property, 
subject  to  the  lease,  are  entitled  during  the  existence  of 
preceding  estates  to  have  this  agreement  specifically  per- 
formed, and  to  insist  on  the  occupation  of  the  property 
modo  et  forma  contemplated  by  the  provisions  of  the  lease. 

Again,  if  the  Plaintiffs,  although  merely  entitled  in  rever- 
sion, were  in  a  position  to  shew  that  the  Defendants  were 
carrying  on  upon  the  premises  some  noxious  trade,  which 
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woiQd  occasion  such  damage  to  the  character  o£  the 
Plaintiflfe'  property  as  seriously  to  injure  it,  I  should 
Jiave  no  hesitation  in  saying,  that  such  a  state  of  circum- 
stances would  bring  their  case  within  the  principle  of  the 
cases  at  law,  which  all  proceed  upon  the  ground  that  special 
damage  has  been  done  to  the  reversioner.  But  neither  are 
the  Flaintiffi  in  this  position.  They  have  shewn  no  such 
damage.  All  they  have  shewn  is,  that  one  of  the  Defend- 
ants is  carrying  on  a  school,  which,  they  allege,  but  do  not 
prove,  will  affect  the  respectability  of  their  property ;  and 
they  contend  that  they  are  entitled,  by  virtue  of  the  covenant^ 
to  have  the  whole  of  that  property  secured  in  the  state  of 
respectability  for  which  the  covenant  professes  to  provida 

I  have  looked  in  vain  for  an  instance  of  an  action  by  a 
reversioner  for  damages  upon  such  a  groimd  as  thi&  In 
Oarth  V.  Cotton  (a),  the  leading  case  in  reference  to  the  re- 
lief given  in  this  Court  to  a  reversioner.  Lord  Hardvncke^ 
after  noticing  all  the  previous  authorities,  concludes,  that  in 
a  case  where,  there  being  no  remedy  at  law,  the  Plaintiff 
would  sustain  a  wrong  if  equity  did  not  interfere,  equity 
will,  for  that  reason,  interfere  to  give  relief,  because  other- 
wise there  would  be  a  wrong  without  a  remedy;  and  he  de- 
cided that  case  accordingly.  But,  in  the  same  case  he  ad- 
mits that  the  Court  should  not  extend  such  interference  to 
trifling  matters.  Keferring  to  his  own  decision  in  the  case 
of  Jesus  College  v.  Bloom  (&),  he  says,  "  I  was  of  opinion 
that,  at  the  utmost,  it  was  in  the  discretion  of  the  Court ;  and 
if  the  college  had  a  right,  they  might  clearly  bring  an 
action  of  trover  at  common  law;  and,  it  being  a  matter  of 
small  value,  I  did  not  think  fit  to  countenance  such  bills  in 
this  Court,  after  the  lease  expired." 

In  this  case  there  is  no  remedy  at  law,  and  the  question 
is,  whether  there  is  such  an  injury  as  this  Court  ought  to  be 
called  on  to  redress. 

(a)  1  Dick.  18a  {b)  3  Atk.  262. 
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In  a  case  resting  simply  upon  covenant,  if  the  party  seek- 
ing specific  performance  be  entitled  in  possession,  he  has  a 
right  to  the  enjoyment  of  the  property  mode  et  formal 
according  to  his  covenant;  but  if  he  be  entitled  in  remain- 
der only,  I  think  he  must  shew  that  he  has  sustained  some 
material  damage  by  reason  of  the  breach,  to  entitle  him  to 
relief  of  this  nature. 


It  was  argued,  that  the  Court  will  never  inquire  what  is 
the  amount  of  special  damage  incurred,  but  will  consider  the 
parties  to  be  bound  by  their  contract;  and  it  is  true,  that,  if 
the  Court  sees  that  the  actual  enjoyment  of  the  property 
by  one  of  the  parties  to  the  contract  is  interfered  with  in  any 
manner  contrary  to  what  he  stipulated  for,  the  Court  will 
not  enter  into  his  reasons  for  seeking  to  have  that  enjoyment 
secured  to  him ;  but  if  the  application  is  by  a  reversioner,  I 
think  the  Court  is  bound  to  consider  what  amount  of  interest 
he  has  in  the  question. 

Nothing  so  small  as  the  interest  of  the  reversioner  in  this 
case  could  well  be  presented  to  the  consideration  of  a  Court 
of  equity.  I  am  asked,  on  a  lease  for  999  years,  at  a  year- 
ly rent  of  33Z.  12s.  8d,  in  which  the  reversioner  is  interested 
subject  to  a  preceding  life  estate, — the  rent  being  amply  se- 
cured,— ^to  grant  an  injunction  in  order  to  keep  the  property 
for  the  reversioner  in  the  exact  state  provided  for  by  the 
lessee's  covenants.  I  rest  my  judgment  on  the  groimd  that 
the  relief  asked  is  so  minute  that  the  Court  will  not  inter- 
fere, as  thePlaintiflfs  are  not  in  possession  of  the  property,  and 
there  is  no  case  of  anything  like  waste,  but  only  a  possibility 
of  the  respectability  of  the  neighbourhood  being  in  some 
measure  affected,  I  feel  myself  at  liberty  to  inquire  whe- 
ther there  is  any  such  injury  as  to  authorise  me  to  interfere 
by  injunction,  and  I  think  that  there  is  not. 


Another  argument  was,  that  the  Plaintiffs,  should  they 
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now  stand  by,  will  at  some  future  time  be  deemed  to  have 
acquiesced  in  what  the  Defendants  are  doing  with  the 
premises;  and  in  support  of  this  argument  cases  w^re 
cited  in  which  adverse  rights  had  been  acquired  by  opening 
windows,  and  the  like,  with  the  knowledge  of  the  rever- 
sioner, who  was  so  far  held  to  have  acquiesced,  that  a  title 
of  this  kind  might  be  acquired  against  him  as  well  as  against 
the  party  who  had  the  immediate  interest  in  the  estate. 
But  in  all  those  cases  the  adverse  right  was  acquired  by 
a  stranger  to  the  estate.  This  is  not  a  case  of  that  character. 
This  is  a  case  of  a  covenant;  and  in  a  case  of  a  covenant  no 
such  consequence  can  follow.  The  only  acquiescence  there 
can  be  in  respect  of  a  breach  of  covenant,  is  where  there  is  a 
power  of  re-entry.  The  lessor,  by  waiving  his  right  of  re- 
entering, may  acquiesce  in  a  breach  of  the  covenant;  but 
even  in  that  case  express  acquiescence  must  be  proved:  for, 
in  Doe  v.  Allen  {a)  it  was  held,  that,  although  the  lessor 
lived  next  door  to  the  lessee,  and  saw  that  the  whole  pro- 
perty was  being  converted  into  a  shop,  yet  he  was  not  pre- 
cluded from  re-entering,  Mansfield,  C.  J.,  saying, — "  I  do 
not  know  how  it  is  possible  to  help  this  Defendant.  The 
lessor  having  let  to  Bore  with  a  covenant  not  to  exercise 
certain  trades,  Dore  imderlets  to  the  Defendant,  and  the  De- 
fendant trades  contrary  to  the  covenant;  the  PlaintiflF lives 
next  door,  and  must  be  taken  to  have  known  the  alterations 
in  the  state  of  the  premises.  Supposing  no  money  to  have 
been  laid  out  in  improvements,  and  of  that  there  is  no  evi- 
dence, the  sufiFering  him  to  go  on  is  an  indulgence  to  the 
tenant;  after  a  time  the  lessor  brings  an  ejectment,  and 
what  you  ought  to  prove  is,  that  he  consented  to  the  change; 
now  you  have  not  shewn  that  he  has  since,  either  directly  or 
indirectly,  received  any  rent;  and  if  he  had,  it  is  probable  he 
gave  Dore  a  receipt,  and  Dore  would  have  produced  it  to 
uphold  the  beneficial  leasa"     Therefore,  the  only  principle 


(a)  3  Taunt.  78. 
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on  which  acquiescence  under  covenants  of  this  kind  can  be 
relied  on,  is  where  moneys  have  been  actually  spent  in  alter- 
ations on  the  property.  Here,  all  that  has  been  done  is, 
that  the  lessee  has  used  the  house  as  a  ladies  school. 

I  decide  this  case  without  placing  any  reliance  upon  wHat 
was  alleged  in  argument  for  the  Defendants, — that  John 
HawhmSy  the  testator,  allowed  schools  to  be  carried  on  upon 
property  held  under  leases  of  the  same  nature,  and  imme- 
diately adjoining  the  premises  in  question.  That  allegation 
was  not  proved.  And  even  if  such  a  circumstance  could 
have  brought  the  Defendants'  case  within  that  of  the  Dnke 
of  Bedford  v.  The  Tmateea  of  the  British  Museum,  (a), 
it  forms  no  part  of  this  case. 

My  opinion  is,  that  the  PlaintiflGs,  when  they  come  into 
possession,  may  insist,  if  they  think  proper,  on  their  right  to 
have  the  same  relief  as  was  granted  in  Kemp  v.  Sober  (6); 
but  I  must  now  dismiss  their  bill,  with  costs. 


Judffmeni. 


(a)  2  M.  &  K.  652. 


(6)  1  Sim.  N.  8.621. 
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PICKFORD  V.  BROWN. 
BROWN  V.  BROWN. 


ttruaian — Re- 
motene$§- 


JOSEPH  BRO  WN,  a  freeman  of  the  dty  of  LoTidon,  by 
his  will  dated  in  1844,  after  certain  specific  gifts  in  favour  of 
Lonthn^Cut-  Ws  wife  and  son  Walter,  devised  and  bequeathed  all  his  re- 
uwir— Costs,  siduary  real  and  personal  estate  to  his  wife  and  two  other 
A  gift  by  will  P®rs<>^s  ^  trustees,  upon  trust  to  pay  certain  legacies  to  his 
of  realandper-  daughters  Elizabeth  and  Catherine,  and  to  pay  half  the  in- 

Bonal  estate  to  -,.  .,  t  »     t        ^ 

trusteee,  upon  come  of  his  residuary  real  and  personal  estate  to  his  daugfa- 

trust  to  pay 
half  the  in- 
come to  ^  for  continued:— 
life,  and  after 
her  death  to 
her  child  or 
children 
equally;  the 
■hares  of  sons 
to  be  vested 
in  them  on 
attaining 
twenty-five, 
and  of  daugh- 
ters on  attain- 
ing that  age 
or  day  of  mar- 
riage, which 
should  first  ,    .      , 

happen,  and  in  vested  m  her  at  that  age  or  on  the  day  of  her  marriage, 
the  meantime 
to  be  applied 
for  their  main- 
tenance, with 
survivorship 

death  of  any  maintenance,  education,  and  advancement  in  life,  or,  at  the 
child  before 
twenty-five  or 
marriage  re- 
spectively, with  a  similar  gift  to  S.  and  her  children  of  the  other  moiety,  and  a  ffift  over  in 
case  of  the  death  of  either  £.  or  S.  without  leaving  issue,  or  leaving  such  and  they  should 
all  die  under  twenty-five: — Held,  that  the  limitations  to  the  childi'ea  of  E.  and  S.  were  void 
for  remoteness. 

Held  also,  that  the  direction  for  maintenance  was  altogether  void. 

The  testator  was  a  freeman  of  the  city  of  London — If  eld,  that  the  property,  the  gift  of 
which  had  failed,  was  not  subject  to  the  custom  of  London,  but  must  be  divided  according 
to  tho  Statute  of  Distributions. 

Two  suits  having  been  instituted  to  obtain  the  decision  of  the  Court  upon  the  construc- 
tion of  the  will,  one  as  to  the  testator's  real,  and  the  other  as  to  his  personal,  estate: — HM, 
that  the  costs  of  both  must  be  borne  by  the  personal  estate  in  the  first  instance. 


ter  Elizabeth  for  life,  for  her  separate  use.     And  the  will 


"  And  from  and  after  her  decease,  upon  trust,  as  to  the 
said  moiety  of  the  said  rents,  interest,  dividends,  and  annual 
produce,  to  stand  and  be  possessed  thereof  for  all  and  every 
the  children  and  child  of  her  the  said  Elizabeth  Brown,  in 
equal  shares  and  proportions,  if  more  than  one ;  and  if  but 
one,  then  for  such  only  child,  the  share  or  interest  of  every 
son  to  be  vested  in  him  on  his  attaining  the  age  of  twenty- 
five  years,  and  the  share  or  interest  of  every  daughter  to  be 


whichever  event  should  first  happen,  the  said  shares  or  share 
of  such  children  or  child  in  the  meantime  to  be  either  laid 
out  and  applied  by  my  said  trustees  for  their,  his,  or  her 


discretion  of  my  said  trustees,  be  allowed  to  accumulate  for 
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their,  his,  or  her  benefit;  and  if  any  of  such  children  being 
a  son  or  sons  shall  die  under  the  said  age  of  twenty-five 
years,  or  being  a  daughter  or  daughters  shall  die  under  that 
age  unmarried,  then  the  part  or  share  of  every  of  them  so 
dying  shall  go  to  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  and  their, 
his,  or  her  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  and  shall  be 
vested  in  them,  him,  or  her,  at  the  said  age  of  twenty-five 
years  or  day  of  marriage,  in  the  same  manner  in  all  respects 
as  their,  his,  or  her  original  shares  or  shara"  And  he  gave 
the  other  moiety  to  his  daughter  Sophia  for  life,  and  then 
to  her  children  in  the  same  manner.  And  in  case  of  the 
decease  of  either  of  his  said  daughters  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
other  without  leaving  issue,  or  leaving  such  and  they  should 
all  die  under  the  age  of  twenty-five  years,  then  the  testator 
directed  that  the  share  of  her  so  dying  should  be  divided  in 
equal  moieties,  and  one  of  such  moieties  should  go  and  belong 
to  his  surviving  daughter  for  her  life,  and  after  her  death  to 
her  issue,  to  be  paid  and  payable  to  them  in  the  same  man- 
ner and  under  the  same  limitations  in  all  respects  as  her 
original  share;  and  the  other  moiety  to  his  son  Walter  for 
life,  and  after  his  death  to  his  issue  aj3  therein  mentioned ; 
and  in  case  of  the  decease  of  both  his  said  daughters,  each 
having  issue,  then  he  directed  that  his  said  trustees  should 
sell  and  convert  the  residue  of  his  real  and  personal  estate 
and  effects,  and  invest  the  proceeds  and  hold  the  same  upon 
trust  to  divide  the  same  equally  between  and  amongst  all 
the  children  of  his  said  two  daughters  who  might  be  then 
living,  per  capita  and  not  per  stirpes,  the  shares  of  each  of 
the  said  children  to  be  vested  and  payable  on  their  respec- 
tively attaining  the  age  of  twenty-five  years;  and  should 
either  of  such  children  be  under  that  age  at  the  death  of  the 
survivor  of  his  said  daughters,  then  to  pay  and  apply  the 
dividends  arising  therefrom  in  equal  shares  and  proportions 
for  the  maintenance  of  the  children  or  child  of  his  said  two 
daughters  who  should  be  so  under  age,  or,  at  the  discretion 
of  his  said  trustees,  to  allow  the  same  to  accumulate  for  their 
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benefit,  until  such  children  or  child  should  attain  the  age  of 
twenty-five  years,  and  when  and  as  they  should  respectively 
attain  that  age,  then  he  directed  his  said  trustees  to  payor 
transfer  to  them  their  respective  shares  of  and  in  the  said 
trust  moneys  and  premises,  to  and  for  their  absolute  use  and 
benefit,  with  the  like  benefit  of  survivorship  in  case  of  the 
death  of  either  of  them  without  issue,  and  in  the  same  man- 
ner in  all  other  respects  as  was  thereinbefore  mentioned  with 
respect  to  the  moieties  of  his  said  two  daughters ;  but  in  case 
of  the  decease  of  both  his  said  daughters  without  leaving 
issue,  or  leaving  such  and  they  should  all  die  under  the  age 
of  twenty-five,  then  he  directed  his  said  trustees  to  stand 
possessed  of  all  the  said  trust  fund,  estate,  and  premises, 
upon  trust  for  his  said  son,  his  heirs,  executors,  administnir 
tors,  and  assigns,  and  to  be  paid  and  transferred  to  him  on 
his  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-five  years,  with  the  like  limi- 
tations over  in  favour  of  his  issue  in  case  of  his  death  in  all 
respects  as  thereinbefore  expressed. 

The  testator  died  in  1845,  leaving  his  widow  and  his 
three  children  named  in  his  said  will  surviving. 

The  PlaintiflF  in  Pickford  v.  Brown  was  the  administra- 
tor of  Sophia,  who  had  died ;  and  he  filed  the  bill  in  that 
suit,  claiming  to  be  entitled  to  a  share  of  the  testator's  per- 
sonal estate,  on  the  groimd  that  the  limitations  to  the  chil- 
dren of  the  testator's  children  were  void  for  remoteness;  and 
that,  subject  to  the  life  interests  given  by  the  will,  the  pro- 
perty must  devolve  as  on  an  intestacy. 

Brown  v.  Brown  was  a  suit  to  administer  the  trusts  of 
the  testator's  real  estate. 


The  first  question  raised  in  the  suits  was,  whether  the 
limitations  in  favour  of  the  grandchildren  of  the  testator 
were  or  were  not  void  for  remoteness. 
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Mr.  CJtancUess,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  BaggdUay,  for  the  Plain- 
tiff  in  the  first  suit;  and 

Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  -ff.  T.  Bristowe,  for  other  parties 
in  the  same  interest,  submitted,  that  all  the  limitations,  both 
as  to  the  real  and  personal  estate  except  the  life  estates, 
were  void  for  remoteness. 


1856. 
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Mr.  Daniel,  Q.C.,  for  the  infant  children  of  one  of  the 
daughters,  submitted,  that,  although  imder  the  limitation 
in  favour  of  the  grandchildren,  their  shares  were  not  to  vest 
till  twenty-five,  and  therefore  that  the  limitation  in  its 
broadest  sense  might  be  void,  yet  that  there  was  a  valid 
trust  for  maintenance  and  accumulation,  which  might  be 
good  for  twenty-one  years  from  the  death  of  the  parent  or 
parents  of  such  grandchildren  respectively,  as  they  must  all 
be  in  esse  at  the  deaths  of  their  respective  parents. — He  cit- 
ed Sa/u/ndera  v.  Vaviier  (a). 

Vice-Chancellob  Sib  W.  Page  Wood  held,  that  the 
direction  to  apply  the  income  for  maintenance  must  be 
treated  as  forming  part  of  the  gift  to,  or  trust  in  fieivour  of, 
the  grandchildren;  and  that  the  trusts  and  limitations  in  fa- 
vour of  the  grandchildren,  as  well  relating  to  the  real  as  to 
the  personal  estate,  were  void  for  remoteness. 


A  question  then  arose  as  to  whether  the  widow  of  the 
testator,  a  freeman  of  the  city  o{  London,  was  entitled  to 
two-thirds  of  that  proportion  of  the  personal  estate  as  to 
which  the  limitations  beyond  the  life  estates  were  held  to 
be  void,  or  whether  she  was  entitled  under  the  custom  to 
four-ninths  of  such  property. 


VOL.  IL 


(a)  Cr.  &  Ph.  240. 
F  F 


K.  J. 
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Mr.  James,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Caime,  Q.  C,  for  the  widow, 
contended,  that  she  was  entitled  to  four-ninths. — ^They  cited 
and  referred  to  Beard  v.  Beard  (a),  Lawaon  v.  Lawaon  (6), 
Fitzgerald  v. Field (c),  stat.  2  W.  &M.  a  2;  11  Geo.  1,  c.  18, 
8.17. 

Argument.         Mr.  Chaudless,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  BaggaUay,  contra^  cited 
Wlieeler  v.  Sheer  (d),  WUHnaon  v.  Atkinaon  (e). 

Mr.  Bolt,  Q.C.,  Mr.  H.  F.  Briatowe,  Mr.  Daniel,  Q.C.,  Mr. 
BeUon,  and  Mr.  F.  8.  A.  WiUiama,  for  other  parties. 


Judgment.      ViCE-ChANCELLOR  SiR  W.  PagE  WoOD: — 

The  point  which  I  reserved  for  consideration  was,  whether 
the  custom  of  London  had  any  effect  on  certain  personal 
estate,  as  to  which  there  was  a  partial  intestacy  by  reason  <^ 
the  property  having  been  given  in  a  manner  which  render* 
ed  the  gift  void  for  remoteness. 

Before  referring  to  the  authorities  cited  on  the  effect  of  a 
bequest  by  virtue  of  the  statutes  which  enable  testators  in 
London  and  York  to  dispose  of  their  property  by  will, 
I  wish  to  consider  the  question  on  principle.  It  is  very  dear, 
from  the  result  of  numerous  decisions,  that,  on  the  death  of 
a  freeman  of  London,  two-thirds  of  his  personal  estate  are 
no  longer  his  property.  Before  the  stat.  1 1  Geo.  1,  c.  18,  he 
ceased,  on  his  death,  to  have  any  power  over  two-thirds  of 
his  personal  estate ;  and  one  of  such  two-thirds  went  to  his 
children,  and  the  other  one-third  to  his  widow.  The  remain- 
ing one-third  was  called  the  dead  man's  share,  and  over  that 
alone  had  he  any  testamentary  power.  This  seems  to  have 
been  settled,  after  some  little  doubt  whether  he  had  not  at 


(a)  3  Atk.  72. 

(b)  7  Bro.  P.  C.  511. 
(o)  1  Rus8. 416. 


(d)  Mos.  303. 

(e)  T.  &  R.  265 ;  Wms.  Execu- 
tors, 1309. 
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least  the  power  of  regulating  the  mode  in  which  the  children 
should  take  their  share,  and  whether  he  could  not  give  it 
over  in  case  of  their  deaths.  That  point  was  decided  in 
Pusey  V.  Desbouvrie  (a),  and  in  the  case  of  Biddle  v.  Bid- 
die  there  cited  in  a  note;  in  which  it  was  finally  determined 
that  a  freeman  o{  London  had  no  right  to  meddle  with  the 
two-thirds  of  the  widow  and  children,  and  his  only  power 
was  over  the  dead  man's  part.  He  had  no  ownership  in  the 
orphanage  share  at  all,  although  his  creditors  had  a  claim 
against  it  for  their  debts. 

When  the  Statute  of  Distributions,  22  &  23  Car.  2,  a  10, 
passed,  a  remarkable  result  followed.  It  expressly  exempted 
the  property  of  a  freeman  of  London  or  York  from  its  oper- 
ation (sect  4).  That  is  shewn  very  clearly  by  the  subse- 
quent Act  The  eflfect  was,  that  the  statute  had  no  opera* 
tion  on  the  orphanage  part,  and  a  question  arose  whether  it 
had  any  operation  on  the  dead  man's  share;  and  in  conse^ 
quence  of  these  doubts,  it  was  necessary  to  pass  another 
Act  with  reference  to  that  share,  because  the  common 
law  authorities  had  held,  that  an  administrator  under 
the  statute  of  Edward,  as  well  as  an  executor,  was  the 
sole  owner,  and  was  not  compellable  to  distribute.  That 
wa£  the  occasion  of  passing  the  subsequent  statute,  1 
Jac.  2,  c.  17;  sect  8  of  which  was  as  follows  "  Provided, 
and  it  is  hereby,  for  the  determining  some  doubts  arising 
upon  the  Acts  aforementioned  for  the  better  settling  in- 
testates' estates,  enacted  and  declared,  that  the  clause 
therein,  by  which  it  is  provided  that  that  Act,  or  anything 
therein  contained,  should  not  anyways  prejudice  or  hinder 
the  customs  observed  within  the  city  of  London  and  pro- 
vince of  York,  was  never  intended  nor  shall  be  taken  or  con- 
strued to  extend  to  such  part  of  any  intestate's  estate,  as  any 
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(a)  3  P.  W.  318. 
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administrator  by  virtue  only  of  being  administrator,  by  pre^ 
tenoe  or  reason  of  any  custom,  may  claim  to  have  to  exempt 
the  same  from  distribution ;  but  that  such  part  in  the  hands 
of  such  administrator  shall  be  subject  to  distribution  as  in 
other  cases  within  the  said  Act''  And,  accordingly,  the 
dead  man's  share  was  always  distributed  according  to  the 
ordinary  form,  as  under  the  Statute  of  Distributions,  without 
any  reference  to  the  custom.  Then  the  11  Geo.  1,  c.  18,  was 
passed;  and  by  sect.  17  it  was  enacted,  that  "  it  shall  be 
lawful  to  and  for  all  and  every  person  and  persons,  who 
shall  at  any  time  from  and  after  the  1st  day  of  June,  1725, 
be  made  or  become  fr-ee  of  the  said  city,  and  also  to  and 
for  all  and  every  person  and  persons  who  are  already  free  of 
the  said  city,  and  on  the  1st  day  of  June,  J  725,  shall  be 
unmarried,  and  not  have  issue  by  any  former  marriage,  to 
give,  devise,  wiU,  and  dispose  of  his  and  their  personal 
estate  and  estates  to  such  person  and  persons  and  to  such 
use  or  uses  as  he  and  they  shall  think  fit" 

On  principle,  it  would  seem  to  me,  that  the  effect  of  those 
words  was,  that,  when  the  will  was  made  and  the  property 
passed,  the  whole  estate  was  placed  in  the  position  in  which 
the  dead  man's  part  was  before,  and  it  was  made  the  estate 
of  the  testator;  and  by  making  a  will  under  the  Act,  he  ac- 
quired full  control  over  all,  as  he  before  had  over  the  dead 
man's  part  The  doctrine  of  resulting  trust  is,  that,  where 
the  deceased  owner  of  an  estate  has  parted  with  it  to  a 
trustee,  and  the  full  trust  is  not  declared,  it  results  to  the 
estate  of  the  testator.  That  would  hardly  bring  it  back  to 
the  widow  and  children  as  their  orphanage  share.  Their 
claim  is,  that  the  property  does  not  belong  to  the  testator's 
estate,  but  here  it  belonged  to  the  testator,  and  they  claim 
through  him.  The  custom  is  against  the  testator  being 
the  owner  for  testamentary  purposes,  and  therefore,  when 
he  has  availed  himself  of  the  statute,  he  has  displaced  the 
custom,  and  the  resulting  trust  is  a  trust  for  him,  so  far  as 
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his  testamentary  disposition  to  the  trustee  fails  from  the 
failure  of  the  trust 

In  the  case  of  Wheeler  v.  Sheer  (a)  the  case  of  gavelkind 
and  borough  EngUah  lands  is  suggested,  where,  the  party 
not  having  given  away  the  whole  interest,  it  resulted  to  him 
as  owner,  and  if  he  died,  it  would  go  to  his  heirs  in  gavel- 
kind or  borough  English  respectively.  But  in  this  case  the 
effect  is,  that  the  part  undisposed  of  is  let  loose,  and  the 
claim  of  the  widow  to  it  is  not  through  him,  but  against 
him,  as  being  entitled  to  the  customary  share;  and  the 
question  is,  whether  it  be  possible  to  make  that  daim, 
when  the  person  so  claiming  the  share  is  obliged  to  admit 
the  ownership  of  the  testator,  and  thus  finds  the  theory 
of  resulting  trust  adverse  to  her  daim,  which  must  rest 
upon  the  groimd  that  the  testator  was  not  owner  of  the 
orphanage  shara  It  struck  me  that  it  might  have  been  sug- 
gested, that  this  should  be  treated  as  though  it  were  a 
power  by  statute,  and  as  having  been  partially  executed. 
But,  even  in  that  view,  there  are  questions  behind.  But 
the  fact  is,  this  is  not  to  be  treated  as  a  power,  but  as  a  pro- 
perty in  the  testator  under  the  statute. 


1856. 


Judgment. 


Another  difiSculty  is  this:  Assuming  that  the  testator,  in 
execution  of  the  power  given  to  him  by  the  11  Geo.  1,  c.  18, 
had  actually  given  one-third  of  his  personalty  to  his  wife, 
and  one-third  to  his  children,  and  that  the  other  one-third, 
by  lapse  or  otherwise,  devolved  as  upon  an  intestacy;  could 
it  be  said  that  this  which  is  the  dead  man's  part  would 
not  have  been  touched  by  his  representative;  and  that, 
though  he  had  given  two-thirds  according  to  the  custom, 
the  operation  of  the  custom  must  be  introduced  as  to  the 
remaining  third.  This  is  the  broadest  case  that  can  arise; 
but  there  are  cases  in  which  the  testator  may  have  given 


(a)  Mos.  302. 
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interests  to  the  wife  and  children  so  as  to  satisfy  the 
custom  to  a  certain  extent,  and  is  the  whole  of  hid  own 
one-third  also  to  benefit  the  persons  entitled  under  the 
custom?  No  such  case  seems  ever  to  have  arisen. 
Lord  Hardwicke,  in  Beard  v.  Beard  (a),  did  certainly 
say: — "If  this  is  an  intestacy,  it  is  admitted  by  the 
Defendant's  counsel  it  must  be  distributed;  bat  they  have 
insisted  here  is  a  will  which,  as  it  is  proved,  must  stand, 
and  therefore  there  is  no  intestacy,  at  least  of  the  personal 
estate;  but  if  there  is  an  intestacy  at  all,  there  is  no  differ* 
ence  in  point  of  law  between  an  absolute  and  a  qualified 
intestacy.  This  being  the  rule,  the  executor,  who  fix)m  this 
qualified  intestacy  is  now  become  a  trustee,  must  distri- 
bute in  this  case  according  to  the  custom  of  the  city  of 
LoTukni"  It  is  unfortunate  that  the  case  of  Wheder  v. 
Sheer  (6)  was  not  cited  on  that  occasion.  I  think  that  it  is 
impossible  to  find  any  distinction  between  the  two  statutes^ 
certainly  none  was  made  by  Lord  Hardwicke.  The  point 
was  very  ably  argued  in  Wheeler  v.  Sheer ^  according  to  the 
report  in  Moseley,  and  the  Lord  Chancellor  said — *'  By  law 
the  executor  is  entitled  to  the  whole  personal  estate,  which 
is  as  old  as  the  custom  which  is  the  law  of  that  part  of  the 
kingdom,  and  which  the  statute  takes  away  only  where  there 
is  a  will;  if  one  then  makes  a  partial  will  and  no  executor, 
the  residue  will  be  subject  to  the  custom;  but  here  are  exe- 
cutors, and  the  residue  of  the  personal  estate  is  devised  to 
them,  so  this  case  is  within  the  express  words  of  the  statute; 
then  the  question  is,  for  whom  the  executors  are  to  be  trus- 
tees, not  for  those  who  are  to  take  by  the  custom  by  the  very 
letter  of  the  statute,  but  for  those  who  are  entitled  by  the 
general  law."  It  is  said,  that  those  words,  "  the  letter  of  the 
statute,"  refer  to  that  statute,  2  W.  &  M.  c.  2,  which  related 
to  property  in  Yorkshire,  and  by  which,  after  giving  a 
power  of  disposition,  it  was  enacted,  that  "  the  widows,  chil- 
dren, and  other  the  kindred  of  such  testator  or  testators, 


(a)  3  Atk.  72. 


(b)  Mos.  302. 
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shall  be  barred  to  claim  or  demand  any  part  of  the  goods, 
chattels,  or  other  personal  estate  of  such  testator  or  testators, 
in  any  other  manner  than  as  by  the  said  wills  and  testaments 
is  limited  and  appointed."  Now,  persons  who  claim  in  this 
way  do  not  claim  in  any  other  manner  than  that  They 
claim  because  it  is  not  appointed.  The  property  is  given  to 
the  executor,  it  is  true,  but  the  heir  in  a  like  case  says,  "  I 
do  not  claim  against  the  will,  I  claim  because  there  is  no 
will."  So  here,  these  words  were  simply  unnecessary,  they 
might  say,  under  that  statute ;  we  admit  the  whole  will,  but 
it  does  not  dispose  of  the  property ;  and  all  we  claim  is  the 
property  subject  to  distribution,  because  in  fietct  the  will  has 
not  disposed  of  it  It  appears  a  very  thin  distinction,  and 
one  not  made  by  Lord  Hardwicke.  The  Judge  who  decided 
Fitzgerald  v.  Field  (a)  considered  that  Beard  v.  Beard  (5) 
and  Wheeler  v.  Sfieer  (c)  cannot  stand  together ;  and  I  concur 
in  that  decision,  and  I  think  that  on  principle  there  is  a  sound 
ground  for  the  decision  of  Lord  Kmg  in  Wheeler  v.  Sfieer  (c), 
because  in  truth  the  property  having  been  disposed  of  by  11 
Geo.  1,  c.  18,  the  testator  makes  it  his  own  by  his  will,  and 
then  the  custom  is  at  an  end. 


1856. 


JudgmefU. 


Another  point  suggested  in  argimient  was,  that  it  might 
wholly  be  disposed  of  by  the  late  statute  as  to  intestates'  es- 
tates; but  that  statute  is  rather  adverse  to  that  conclusion. 
In  every  case,  when  given  to  the  executor,  it  is  under  that 
statute  to  be  distributed  according  to  the  Statute  of  Distri- 
butions, and  that  statute  never  notices  the  custom,  it  is 
wholly  out  of  it 

I  should  be  sorry  to  rest  my  decision  upon  that  narrow 
view;  but  I  do  not  think  the  cases  of  Beard  v.  Beard  (6) 
and  Wheeler  v.  Sheer  (c)  can  stand  together,  and  I  must 
therefore  follow  the  latter. 


(a)  1  Ru88.  416. 


(6)  3  Atk.  72. 


(c)  Mos.  303. 
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The  following  question  as  to  the  costs  was  then  raised  r 

Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  H.  F.  BriaUnvCy  submitted,  thai 
the  costs  of  the  suit  of  Brown  v.  Brovm,  as  well  as  those  of 
Pickford  v.  Brovm,  ought  to  be  paid  out  of  the  residuary 
personal  estate,  as  the  difficulties  were  of  the  testator's  own 
creation,  and  as  the  personal  estate  was  primarily  the  fund 
to  bear  all  costs,  except  where  there  was  a  mixed  fund,  aris- 
ing firom  real  and  personal  estate,  when  the  costs  would  be 
apportioned:  Foster  v.  Christian  (a). 


Mr.  Ghcmdless,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  BaggdUay,  contra^  con- 
tended, that  the  costs  of  the  suit  of  Brown  v.  Brown,  which 
related  solely  to  the  real  estate,  ought  to  be  paid  by  tlie 
heir :  Eyre  v.  Marsden  (6). 

Yice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood,  however,  direct- 
ed the  costs  of  both  suits  to  be  paid  out  of  the  residuary 
personal  estate  of  the  testator. 


(a)  2  Ph.  161. 


(b)  2  Keen,  564;  4  My.  &  Cr.  2ai. 
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WORTHAM  u  LORD  DACRE  AprU  lOtL 

LiOBD  DAGREy  by  deed  in  1835,  demised  a  messuage  Covtncmtto 

and  land,  of  which  he  was  seised  in  fee  simple  in  possession,  ^svSbHquitnt 

to  Thomas  Wortham,  for  the  lives  of  himself  and  two  other  ^^J^^^{ 

persons ;  and  Lord  Dacre,  by  the  same  deed,  covenanted  that,  Bitau-SuU 
on  the  dropping  of  any  of  the  lives,  he  the  said  Lord  Dacre,        — L 

his  heirs  or  assigns,  would,  "  at  the  request  and  at  the  costs  .on  twmd^ 

and  charges  in  aU  things  of  the  said  Thomas  Wortham,  his  »  covenant  to 

TOuOW  ft  16ft80 

heirs  or  assigns,"  renew  the  lease.  if  required, 

"ftt  the  costs 
ftnd  chaiges  in 
Thom^aa  Wortham  subsequently  died,  having  given  and  ^  things"  of 

devised  to  the  Plain  tiflfall  his  freehold  and  leasehold  property,  sequently  de- 
The  Plaintifif  thereupon  applied  for  a  new  lease,  and  the  in  strict  settle- 
deed  was  prepared  and  approved  by  Lord  Dacre's  solicitors,  S^JJ^  t^ 

and  engrossed,  and  was  ready  for  execution  when  Lord  Dor  wrangements 
.  "^  ,  ,  for  a  renewal, 

ere  died.     By  his  will,  made  m  1842,  Lord  Dacre  devised  leaving  the 

the  messuage  and  land,  subject  to  the  lease,  to  trustees,  titleltoimes^ 

charged  with  an  annuity,  and  in  strict  settlement^  under  t**«ofinherit- 

which  there  was  no  power  to  grant  the  lease,  and  the  first  his  wiU  an  in- 

person  entitled  to  an  estate  of  inheritance  was  an  infant,  was  necessary 

The  bill  was  filed  to  have  a  lease  executed  under  the  order  J^t^^Iui* 

of  the  Court.  ce^  *o  oi>t«n 

ft  renewal  of 
the  lease : — 
The  question  was  how  the  costs  of  the  suit  should  be  pro-  ^M,  that  the 

costs  of  the 
vided  for.  suit  must  be 

paid  out  of  the 

•  estate  of  the 

coTenantor,be- 

Mr.  Southgate,  for  the  Plaintifi*,  claimed  to  have  the  costs  been  rendered 

paid  out  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  late  Lord  Dacre. — He  ^iT^nfti^^ 

cited  The  Midland  Counties  Railway  Company  v.  West-  done  subse- 

,  quently  to  en- 

comb  (a),  where  a  person,  having  contracted  to  sell  land,  af-  tering  into  the 

coTenant 

(a)  11  Sim.  57. 
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Lord  Dacre. 
ArtfumctU, 


terwards  died  intestate,  leaving  an  infant  heir,  and  the  costs 
of  a  suit  to  obtain  a  conveyance  were  ordered  to  be  paid  out 
of  the  purchase-money ;  Hanson  v.  Lake  (a),  in  which,  un- 
der shnilar  circumstances,  there  being  no  default  on  either 
side,  L.  J.  Knight  Bruce,  then  Vice-Chancellor,  declined  to 
follow  that  case;  Midla/nd  Counties  Railway  Company  y. 
Cdldecott(b);  Eastern  Counties  RaUway  Compam^yv.  Tuff- 
neU  (c) ;  Hinder  v.  Streeten  (d),  in  which  the  vendor  had 
devised  his  estate  to  infants,  but  it  does  not  appear  whether 
the  will  was  made  before  or  after  the  contract,  the  delay  in 
completing  however  having  been  for  the  convenience  of  the 
purchaser,  it  was  held  that  no  costs  should  be  given ;  and  Ex 
parte  Barnes  (e). 

Mr.  Archibald  Smith,  for  the  Defendants,  relied  on  the 
provision  in  the  original  lease,  that  the  renewal  was  to  be 
at  the  costs  and  charges  in  all  things  of  the  lessee ;  and  cited 
King  v.  Smith  (J),  in  which  it  was  decided,  that  the  costs 
of  a  petition  and  order  under  1  Will  4,  c.  60,  for  the  recon- 
veyance to  the  mortgagor  of  the  mortgaged  estate  which  had 
been  devised  by  the  mortgagee  to  trustees,  one  of  whom 
could  not  be  found,  must  be  borne  by  the  mortgagor;  and 
In  re  Doolan  {g). 


Judgment, 


Vice-Chancellob  Sir  W.  Page  Wood: — 

The  real  difficulty  in  this  case  is  occasioned  by  the  clashing 
of  the  decisions  which  have  been  made  \mder  like  circum- 
stances. I  see  a  principle  which  I  should  have  thought 
would  have  been  sufficient  to  carry  all  these  costs,  namely, 
that  the  estate  of  a  party  who  puts  himself  under  an  obli- 
gation, and  is  prevented  by  death  or  illness  from  performing 


(rt)2Y.&C.C.  C.  328. 
(6)  3  Railw.  Gas.  394. 

(c)  Id.  133. 

(d)  10  Hare,  18. 


(e)  17  L.  J.,  N.  S.,  Chanc,  436 
(/)  6  Hare,  473. 
((/)  2  Con.  &  L.  232. 


Judgment. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  439 

that  obligation,  should  bear  the  expenses  thereby  occasioned.         1856. 
In  a  case,  however,  where  the  event  is  simply  an  act  of     Wobtham 
God,  as  the  death  of  the  party  leaving  an  infant  heir,  as  in    lordDaobb. 
Hanson  v.  Lake  (a) ;  or  in  a  case  where  the  party  made 
his  will  previously  to  the  contract,  and  then  died  ;  in  those 
cases,  there  being  no  act  done  by  either  party,  it  may  be  just 
that  no  costs  should  be  given  on  either  side. 

It  seems  to  me,  however,  that  there  is  a  substantial  dis- 
tinction between  the  case  of  a  contracting  party  being  pre- 
vented from  completing  by  his  death,  and  the  case  of  a  man 
entering  into  a  contract,  and  then  deliberately  placing  the 
property  in  another  person,  who  in  all  probability  will  not 
be  able  to  complete  the  contract,  as  in  this  case,  where  there 
are  limitations  to  unborn  persons.  It  is  the  duty  of  a  man 
who  has  entered  into  a  contract  respecting  his  property,  to 
take  care  that  it  should  not  be  put  into  such  a  position. 
The  other  party  to  the  contract  is,  in  all  these  cases,  perfect- 
ly innocent 

In  this  case,  the  first  point  taken  by  Mr.  Smith  was,  thai 
there  is  an  express  contract  that  the  renewal  should  be  at 
the  costs  and  charges  in  all  things  of  the  lessee ;  but  I  do  not 
think  that  those  words  can  apply  to  the  costs  of  a  suit  to  carry 
into  effect  a  contract  It  could  not  apply  to  the  costs  of  a 
suit  in  which  the  testator,  having  declined  to  complete  the 
contract,  might  be  compelled  to  do  so.  Why  then  should  it 
apply  to  a  suit,  after  the  death  of  the  contracting  party,  to 
enforce  the  performance  of  the  contract ;  the  parties  have  a 
right  to  bring  actions  at  law,  whilst  by  a  suit  the  estate  is 
freed  from  all  further  responsibility.  Cases  have  arisen  in 
lunacy  on  this  point,  and  a  late  decision  of  Lord  St.  Leo- 
narda*  throws  a  clear  light  on  the  subject  In  Ex  parte 
Bathes  (b)  Lord  Cottenham  held,  that,  where  a  lunatic  was 
bound  by  such  a  covenant,  the  lunatic's  estate  should  bear 

(a)  2  Y.  &  C.  C.  C.  328.  (6)  17  L.  J.,  N.  S.,  Chanc,  436. 
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1856.        the  costs  of  appljdng  to  the  Court  to   enable  the  com- 

.^^^^^      mittee  to  grant  a  renewed    lease.      In  Re  Dookm  (a), 

^  Lord  St  Leonards  expressed  an  opmion  that  a  party  inter- 

ested  in  the  lease  should  not  apply ;  and  intimated  that  the 

**^"'*'*^  party  who  should  have  applied  was  the  party  whose  estate 
was  charged  with  the  burden  of  the  contract^  namely,  the 
committee  of  the  lunatic ;  and  the  effect  of  his  decision  in 
that  case  is,  that  the  expense  of  a  man's  putting  himself  in 
a  condition  to  fulfil  his  contract  must  be  borne  by  his  own 
estate. 

The  case  of  a  mortgagee  is  different,  he  is  the  absolute 
owner  at  law,  and  it  is  an  indulgence  granted  by  this  Court 
to  allow  the  mortgagor  to  redeem,  and  as  a  consequence  of 
that  being  an  indulgence,  bo  is  rendered  liable  to  every  ex- 
pense necessary  to  the  reconveyance,  because  the  mortgagee 
is  at  liberty  to  deal  with  the  estate  as  he  pleasea 

In  this  case,  I  cannot  hold  Lord  Ddcre's  estate  to  have 
been  at  his  free  disposal;  it  is  subject  to  a  covenant,  and 
is  only  his  when  that  covenant  is  performed.  Where  a 
party  knows  that  he  is  liable  to  a  contract  of  this  kind 
and  knows  that  the  estate  cannot  be  liberated  except  by 
performance  of  the  contract,  and  places  the  estate  in  such 
a  position  that  it  cannot  be  performed,  it  is  reasonable  that 
the  covenantee  should  not  pay  the  expenses  occasioned  by 
the  covenantor  having  put  the  estate  into  that  position, 
but  that  such  expenses  should  be  borne  by  the  estate  of  the 
covenantor. 

I  find  no  case,  except  Hinder  v.  Streeten  (6),  in  which  the 
difficulty  was  occasioned  by  an  actual  disposition  of  the  pro- 
perty after  the  contract  had  been  entered  into. 

The  costs  must  be  paid  by  the  executors  out  of  the  cove- 
nantor's personal  estate. 

(a)  2  Con.  &  L.  232.  (6)  10  Hare,  18. 


On 
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ANONYMOUS.  ^    ,.,,. 

ISth; 
the  31st  of  May,  1855,  Z.,  of  the  firm  of  X.  &  Z.,  ship-        1856, 

brokers,  attempted  to  commit  suicide  by  shooting  himself  ^^^  ^^^' 

in  the  head.  Sf^^JS^fc" 

Jntaniiy — 

Messrs.  X  then  filed  their  bill  against  Z,  to  have  it  de-  ^^^^P^ 

Suicide, 

Glared  that  the  partnership  ought,  under  the  circumstances,         

to  be  dissolved,  and  praying  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  Z,  interim  in- 

from  interfering  in  the  affairs  of  the  partnership.     In  the  gtodn^JJ^^ 

meantime  they  took  such  measures  as  prevented  Z.  from  ner,  who,  nx 

moDths  previ- 
drawing  on  the  partnership  funds  in  the  same  manner  as  his  ously,  being 

copartnera  JZ^Snd, 

had  attempted 
Z.  thereupon  filed  a  cross  bill,  for  the  purpose  of  being  re-  *®.^?"i^ 

interfering  in 
the  partnership  a£fairs,  refused,  the  evidence  not  shewing,  that,  at  the  time  of  the  motion, 
he  was  incompetent  to  conduct  the  business  of  the  pco'tnership  according  to  the  partnership 
articles.  And  a  motion  in  a  cross  suit,  to  restrain  Defendants  in  such  cross  suit  from  pre- 
Tenting  the  partner  who  had  been  insane  from  transacting  the  business  of  the  partnerudp 
as  a  partner  thereof,  granted. 

The  circumstances,  that  the  conduct  and  state  of  mind  of  the  partner  in  question  were 
such  as  at  once  to  destroy  the  confidence  of  the  other  partners,  and  to  induce  customers  to 
withdraw  their  custom  from  the  firm,  and  that  the  malady  under  which  he  laboured  might 
as  easily  have  led  him  to  attempt,  the  life  of  one  of  his  partners,  were  held  not  to  furnish 
sufficient  ground  for  grantinfi:  the  first  motion. 

Examination  of  the  authorities  on  this  subject.    They  establish  these  propositions: — 
Ist.  Actual  insanity  of  a  partner  is  not  in  itself  a  dissolution  of  the  partnership,  but 
there  must  be  a  decree  for  dissolution. 

2ndly.  Such  a  decree,  notwithstanding  actual  insanity  proved  to  have  existed  before 
the  filing  of  the  bill,  will  not  be  made  in  a  disputed  case  without  a  further  inquiry,  whether, 
at  the  time  when  the  relief  is  sought,  the  party  is  in  such  a  state  of  mind  as  to  be  able  to 
conduct  the  business  of  the  firm  in  partnership  with  the  other  members,  according  to  the 
articles  of  partnership. 

Sembley  the  afiirmative  of  this  issue  would  then  lie  with  the  party  who  had  been  of  un- 
sound mind. 

Srdly .  Insanity  existing  when  the  relief  is  sought,  is  good  ground  for  a  dissolution. 


(a)  This  report  has  been  delayed  At  the  request  *of  one  of  the 

from  the  inability  of  the  Editors  parties,  it  is  now  published  as  an 

to  obtain  the  papers  required  for  anon3rmoiis  case, 
its  compilation. 
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1856.        placed  in  his  position  as  a  partner,  and  praying  for  an  in- 
AMONYMoua.   junction  to  restrain  Messra  X,  from  preventing  him  from 
gf^^^^^^      transacting  the  business  of  the  partnership,  as  a  partner 
thereof. 

On  the  27th  of  Jidy,  1855,  the  Court  was  moved  for  an 
injunction  in  the  suit  of  X  v.  Z. ;  but  the  motion  stood 
over  by  arrangement  to  afford  Z.,  whose  mental  condition 
was  attributed  to  over-exertion  in  the  affisdrs  of  the  partner- 
ship, an  opportunity  for  relaxation. 

The  motion  in  the  suit  of  X  v.  Z.  was  now  renewed,  and 
at  the  same  time  an  injimction,  as  prayed  in  the  cross  suit 
of  Z.  v.  X,  was  also  sought  by  a  cross  motion. 

From  the  evidence  adduced  on  the  present  occasion,  it 
appeared,  that,  on  the  31st  of  May,  1855,  when  the  suicide 
was  attempted,  and  for  at  least  a  week  previously,  Z.  was 
undoubtedly  of  imsound  mind.  On  the  other  hand  it  ap- 
peared, that,  for  a  period  of  twenty-four  or  twenty-five  years 
immediately  preceding  the  attempted  suicide,  Z.  had  applied 
himself,  for  considerably  more  than  the  usual  hours  of 
business,  to  the  a£Gurs  of  the  firm,  originally  as  a  clerk  and 
subsequently  as  a  partner;  and  that,  during  the  whole  of 
that  period,  he  had  never,  except  on  one  occasion,  allowed 
himself  more  than  one  day  at  a  time  for  relaxation.  The 
special  circumstances  under  which  his  mind  gave  way  are 
sufficiently  stated  in  his  Honor's  judgment 

Dr.  Ra/mskiU,  the  physician  who  attended  Z,  professional- 
ly, and  believiog  him  to  be  insane  on  the  occasion  of  the  at- 
tempted suicide,  had  given  strong  advice  after  that  event 
that  he  should  be  withdrawn  from  the  cares  of  business, 
saw  him  again  on  his  return  in  the  autrunn;  and  now, 
by  his  affidavit  as  a  witness  on  behalf  of  Z.,  deposed,  that 
in  his  opinion,  Z.  had  recovered,  and  was  fit  to  transact 
businesa 
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On  cross-examination  he  deposed  as  follows : — "  Question.        1856. 
Do  you  consider  that  Mr.  Z.  is  as  capable  of  transacting    ANONTMoua. 
an  arduous  business  as  he  was  in  April,  1855,  before  his  ill-     Sku^nmL 
ness? — Answer,  I  do  so  consider  him  at  present     I  believe 
that  Mr.  Z/s  mind  is  more  likely  to  be  affected  by  the  strain 
of  an  arduous  business  than  if  it  never  had  been  affected.    I 
think  that,  if  a  crisis  in  business  occurred  while  Mr.  Z.'s 
health  was  affected  as  it  was  in  April,  1855,  the  effect  on  his 
mind  would  be  the  same.     Q.  Do  you  consider  that  his  state 
of  health,  bodily  and  mental,  is  such  that  he  is  capable  now 
of  returning  to  fill  the  same  place  in  the  office  for  a  continu* 
ance? — A.  If  the  circumstances  are  the  same,  I  think  the 
result  would  be  the  same." 

Other  medical  witnesses  deposed,  that  the  same  bodily 
and  mental  condition  which  led  Z.  to  attempt  suicide  might 
have  led  to  an  attempt  at  homicide. 

This  was  all  the  medical  evidence  of  importance. 

Several  persons,  who  dealt  largely  with  the  firm  in  their 
business  of  shipbrokers,  deposed,  that  if  Z.  remained  a  part- 
ner they  should  be  disposed  to--some  saying  that  they 
would — withdraw  their  custouL 


Mr.  R6U,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Cairns,  for  Messrs.  X.,  now  mov- 
ed for  an  interim  injimction  as  prayed  in  the  suit  of  X  v.  Z., 
and  opposed  the  motion  in  the  cross  suit. 


ArffumenL 


We  rely  not  on  the  mere  circumstance  of  Z,'s  insanity,  al- 
though that  would  have  been  a  sufficient  ground  for  the  in- 
junction, but  upon  this: — 


First,  that  the  effect  of  what  has  occurred  has  been  to  de- 
stroy that  confidence  which  in  every  firm  is  the  foundation 
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1856.        of  the  partnership,  and  which  in  the  present  partnership, — 
Anontmoos.    the  business  of  which  is  of  such  a  nature  as  to  be  incapable 
Argument,     ^f  being  transacted  by  clerks, — is  absolutely  indispensabla 

Secondly,  that,  owing  to  the  peculiar  sensitiveness  of  mer- 
cantile men  in  the  city  of  London  in  all  matters  relating  to 
credit^  the  credit  of  the  firm  would  be  destroyed  if  Z.  -were 
allowed  to  continue  in  the  partnership.  In  support  of  this 
presumption  we  have  the  positive  evidence  of  several  per- 
sons large  customers  of  the  firm,  that  if  Z.  continue  a  part- 
ner they  will  withdraw  their  custom.  The  act  is  a  doud 
upon  the  credit  of  the  firm,  and  for  that  reason  is  a  sufficient 
ground  for  a  dissolution;  as  in  the  case  of  a  partner  foiging 
a  bill  of  exchange,  where  the  decree  is  not  based  upon  the 
circumstance  that  the  act  is  criminal 

It  is  in  evidence  that  the  same  bodily  and  mental  condi- 
tion which  led  to  this  act  may,  should  it  recur,  lead  to  an 
attempt  at  homicide;  and  that  it  was  a  mere  accident  that 
such  was  not  the  result  in  this  instance. 

(The  Vice-chancellor  asked  for  authorities  for  dissolu- 
tion on  the  ground  of  lunacy.] 

We  carefully  abstain  from  resting  our  motion  on  the 
ground  of  lunacy.  Strong  authorities,  however,  on  that  sub- 
ject are  Sayer  v.  Bennet  (a),  Domat.  Civ.  Law,  b.  i  tit  8, 
(L  5,  art.  12,  and  Story  on  Partnership,  421. 

Mr.  WUlcock,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Shapter,  contra,  relied  on  the 
peculiar  combination  of  extraordinary  circumstances  under 
which  Z/a  mind  had  temporarily  given  way,  and  upon  his 
subsequent  restoration.  It  was  not  a  case  of  permanent  in- 
sanity.   And  it  was  clear  from  the  authorities,  that  the  Court 

(a)  1  Cox,  107. 
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will  not  decree  a  dissolution  unless  there  be  evidence  suffi- 
cient to  satisfy  a  jury  that  the  partner  is  permanently  in- 
sane, or,  at  least,  that  his  recovery  is  extremely  improbable: 
Waters  v.  Taylor  (a),  Wrexham  v.  Hvdle8ton{b),  Kirby  v. 
Carr  (c),  Jones  v.  Ifoy(d),  Sadler  v.  Lee  (e),  Besch  v.  Fro- 
lich  (/),  Leaf  v.  Coles  (g), 

[TheViCE-CHANCELLOR — The  observations  in  Wrexham 
v.  Hudleston  must  point  to  this,  that  the  mere  fact  of  in- 
sanity is  not  of  itself  a  dissolution.] 

Again,  insanity  is  a  word  requiring  definition.  It  means 
one  thing  in  a  criminal,  another  in  a  civil  proceeding.  In 
the  latter,  it  is  not  merely  a  temporary  furor  produced  by 
illness,  or  some  other  transient  cause,  but  a  permanent  in- 
ability in  the  patient  to  conduct  his  aflEedrs :  Dr.  ConoUy's 
"  Inquiry  concerning  the  Indications  of  Insanity  (h),"  and 
Bagshaw  v.  Parker  (i), 

Mr.  Cairns  in  reply: — 

Z.  contributed  no  capital  He  was  admitted  as  a  partner 
solely  in  consideration  of  his  skill,  and  that  is  now  lost  to  the 
partnership.  Again,  the  reputation  of  the  firm  will  sufier 
if  he  continues  a  partner. 

[The  Vice-Chancellor, — Many  cases  may  be  conceived 
in  which  a  partnership  would  sustain  loss  by  reason  of  the 
misconduct  of  a  partner.  Immoral  conduct,  for  instance,  on 
the  part  of  a  partner  might  occasion  loss  to  the  firm,  but 

(a)  2  Ves.  &  B.  299.  (/)  1  Ph.  172. 

(6)  1  Swanat  514,  n.,  616,  617.  (^)  1  De  G.,  M*N.  &  G.  171,174. 

(c)  3  Y.  &  C,  Exch.,  184.  (h)  Pp  300, 304,and  319  to  322. 

(cO  2  My.  &  K.  126.  They  cited  also,  pp.  242, 248,  253. 

(e)  6  Beav.  324.  (t)  10  Beav.  532. 

VOL.  II.  G  G  K.  J. 
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1855.        would  not  necessarily  be  held  in  this  Court  a  sufficient 
Anonymous,    gro^uid  for  decreeing  a  dissolution.] 


Argument. 


Judgment, 


It  was  decided,  in  the  case  of  a  partnership  between  ac- 
coucheurs, that  inmioral  conduct  of  one  partner  was  alone  a 
ground  for  dissolution. 

[The  Vice-Chancellob. — In  such  a  case,  immoral  con- 
duct would  materially  afifect  the  particular  business  of  the 
firm.] 

The  Court  does  not  concern  itself  with  the  question,  what 
is  immorality?  but  simply  with  the  consequences  of  the  act 

No  case  cited,  or  hitherto  determined,  has  involved  the 
ingredient  of  an  attempt  at  suicide.  In  this  respect  the  pre- 
sent is  res  integra. 

Judgment  reserved. 


1856.       Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood: — 

Jan,l6th. 

The  jurisdiction  which  I  am  called  upon  to  exercise  in 

this  case  is,  according  to  Lord  Eldon,  following  an  observar 

tion  of  Lord  Thurlow,  "  most  difficult  and  delicate,  and  to 

be  exercised  with  great  caution"  (a). 

Before  considering  the  exact  circumstances  of  the  case,  I 
think  it  right  to  state  what  seems  to  me  to  be  now  the  set- 
tled law :  because  there  have  been  some  propositions  of  an 
extreme  character  contended  for  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiflfe 
in  the  suit  of  X,  v.  Z. 

I  apprehend  it  is  quite  settled,  that  the  actual  insanity  of 
(a)  Waters  v.  Tai/lor,  2  V.  &  B.  304. 
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a  partner  is  not  of  itself  a  dissolution  of  the  partnership.  It 
is  necessary  to  obtain  a  decree  for  dissolution,  and  the  disso- 
lution does  not  take  place  until  the  decree  has  been  made. 

In  the  next  place,  I  think  the  law  is  now  settled  as  it  was 
laid  down  by  Lord  Kenyon  in  Sayer  v.  Bennet  (a).  The 
case  itself  does  not  appear  to  have  proceeded  to  its  fiill  con- 
sequences ;  but  I  look  on  LoTd Kenyan' 8  judgment  as  settling 
the  law  at  the  present  moment.  It  is  recognised  as  law  by 
Lord  Mdon  in  Water 8  v.  Taylor  (b),  and  I  apprehend  I  can- 
not do  better  than  state  the  view  of  the  law  entertained 
by  Lord  Kenyon  in  Sayer  v.  Ben/net.  It  is  reported  in 
Cox'8  Reports,  but  I  shall  cite  it  from  a  note  of  Mr.  Mon- 
tagu's (c),  which  I  observe  corresponds  with  the  report  in 
Cox  nearly  verbatim.  In  that  case  there  had  been  decided 
insanity,  through  which  the  partner  in  question  had  been 
compelled  to  be  put  imder  restraint,  and  Lord  Kenyon  thus 
expressed  his  view  of  the  case.  He  said,  "  I  will  venture  to 
lay  down  as  a  general  rule,  that,  where  there  are  two  part- 
ners, both  of  whom  are  to  contribute  their  skill  and  industry 
in  carrying  on  the  trade,  the  insanity  of  one  of  them,  by 
which  he  is  rendered  incapable  to  contribute  that  skill  and 
industry  on  his  part>  is  a  good  ground  to  put  an  end  to  the 
partnership,  not  by  the  authority  of  either  of  the  partners, 
but  by  application  to  a  Court  of  justice,  and  this  for  the  sake 
of  the  partner  who  is  rendered  incapable,  as  well  as  of  the 
other,  for  it  would  be  a  great  hardship  upon  a  person  so  dis- 
ordered, if  his  property  might  be  continued  in  a  business 
which  he  could  not  control  or  inspect,  and  be  subject  to  the 
imprudence  of  another.  If  this,  then,  were  the  case  of  one 
of  the  partners  being  insane  at  the  present  moment,  I 
should  not  have  a  particle  of  doubt  to  defiree  the  dissolution 
of  the  partnership,  and  to  make  a  precedent,  for  I  confess  I 
have  not  been  able  to  find  any." 

(a)  1  Cox,  107.  (6)  2  V.  &  B.  302,  303. 

(c)  Montagu's  "  Digest  of  the  Law'of  Partnership,"  Note  (o). 
gg2 
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It  is  scarcely  necessary  for  me  to  notice  the  very  slight 
vestiges  of  authority  that  there  were  before  Sayer  v.  Bennet, 
because  that  case  puts  the  law  of  the  Court  entirely  on  its 
proper  footing.  One  or  two  cases  were  referred  to  in  the  dis- 
cussion in  that  case,  particularly  Pearce  v.  Chamiberlain(a), 
in  which  Wrexham  v.  Hudleston  was  noticed  by  the  Master 
of  the  Rolls  in  his  judgment  The  latter  does  not  appear  to 
have  any  very  material  bearing  on  this  case  as  it  now  stands; 
for  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  it  was  a  case  of  dejection,  of 
temporary  disorder,  which  he  did  not  think  would  deprive 
the  partner  of  the  right  to  go  on  with  his  businesa  It  may 
have  some  bearing  on  this  case ;  but  from  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls  saying,  that  the  other  partners  could  not  put  all  into 
their  own  pockets  without  accounting  for  it,  I  should  think 
there  had  been  an  attempt  on  the  part  of  the  others  to  carry 
on  the  partnership  with  the  whole  capital  of  the  partnership, 
excluding  this  party. 

Then,  what  is  to  be  done  in  a  case  where  there  has  been 
clear  undisputed  insanity  anterior  to  the  application  to 
the  Court,  but  a  doubt  arises  as  to  what  is  the  state  of 
mind  of  the  party  at  the  time  the  cause  comes  on  to  be 
disposed  of  There  again  I  have  the  authority  of  Lord  Ken- 
yon  for  saying,  that,  in  such  a  case,  the  inquiry  is  not  an 
ordinary  inquiry,  such  as  is  directed  on  a  commission  of 
lunacy,  whether  the  person  is  capable  of  managing  himself 
and  his  affairs,  but  is  a  specific  inquiry  ditected  to  the 
specific  subject-matter  in  dispute  between  the  parties;  for 
the  inquiry  directed  by  Lord  Kenyan  in  Sayer  v.  Bennet 
was,  "  whether  the  Defendant  be  in  such  a  state  of  mind 
as  to  be  able  to  conduct  the  business  in  partnership  with 
the  Plaintiff*  according  to  the  articles  of  partnership,"  fol- 
lowing entirely  the  law  which  he  had  himself  laid  down, 
and  pointing  the  inquiry  as  to  whether  or  not  the  partner 

(a)  2  Ves.  33. 
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was  in  a  state  of  mind  capable  of  fulfilling  this  specific  en- 
gagement which  he  had  entered  into.  As  far  as  the  result 
in  Sayer  v.  Bennet  is  noticed,  it  appears  that  the  inquiry 
was  not  satisfactory  to  Lord  Kenyon,  and  he  directed  an 
issue  in  the  same  terms.  The  result  of  that  issue  is  un- 
known. 


Whether  the  suit  of  Sayer  v.  Bennet  was  compromised> 
or  the  issue  waived,  does  not  appear.  It  appears,  however 
that  the  principles  there  laid  down  by  the  Court,  and  which 
seem  to  have  been  recognised  by  Lord  Eldon  in  Waters  v. 
Taylor,  were  these,  namely,  that  there  must  be  a  decree  of 
the  Court  before  the  partnership  can  be  dissolved ;  but  that 
such  a  decree,  notwithstanding  actual  insanity  proved  to 
have  existed  before  the  filing  of  the  bill,  will  not  be  made 
where  there  is  any  dispute  on  the  subject,  without  a  fiirther 
inquiry,  whether,  at  the  time  when  the  relief  is  sought,  the 
party  is  in  such  a  state  of  mind  as  to  be  able  to  conduct  the 
business  of  the  firm  in  partnership  with  the  other  members, 
according  to  the  articles  of  partnership.  The  affirmative  of 
the  issue,  I  apprehend,  would  in  that  case  lie  with  the  party 
who  had  been  of  imsound  mind,  who  would  have  to  shew 
that  he  was  so  far  restored  as  to  be  able  to  conduct  the  bu- 
siness. 

I  have  observed  that  Sayer  v.  Bennet  seems  to  me  the 
most  important  case  on  the  point,  and  I  will  now  notice  the 
observations  of  Lord  Eldon  upon  that  case  in  Waters  v. 
Taylor  (a).  He  says,  "  The  question  whether  lunacy  is  to 
be  considered  a  dissolution,  is  not  before  ma  It  was  not  in 
that  case,''  (meaning  Sayer  v,  Bennet).  "  I  shall  therefore  say 
no  more  upon  it  than  this:  If  a  case  had  arisen  in  which  it 
was  clearly  established,  as  far  as  human  testimony  can  esta- 
blish, that  the  party  was  what  is  called  an  incurable  limatic, 


(n)  2  V.  &  B.  303. 
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and  he  had  by  the  articles  contracted  to  be  always  actively 
engaged  in  the  partnership,  and  it  was  therefore  as  dear  as 
human  testimony  can  make  it,  that  he  could  not  perform 
his  contract^  there  could  be  no  damages  for  the  breach  in 
consequence  of  the  act  of  God:  but  it  would  be  very  diflS- 
cult  for  a  Court  of  equity  to  hold  one  man  to  his  contract^ 
when  it  was  perfectly  clear  that  the  other  could  not  execute 
his  part  of  it  It  will  be  quite  time  enough  to  determine 
that  case  when  it  shall  arise;  for,  as  we  know  that  no  lunacy 
can  be  pronounced  incurable,  yet  the  duration  of  the  disor- 
der may  be  long  or  short;  and  the  degree  may  admit  of 
great  variety.  I  would  not,  therefore,  lay  down  any  general 
rule  by  anticipation,  speculating  upon  such  circumstances, 
I  agree  with  Lord  Thurlow,  that  the  jurisdiction  is  most 
difBcult  and  delicate,  and  to  be  exercised  with  great  cau- 
tion." 

In  a  recent  case  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  Lord  Abinger 
appears  to  have  been  at  first  surprised  (probably  from  not 
having  been  so  well  versed  in  the  course  of  the  Courts  of 
equity  as  he  was  able  and  distinguished  in  that  of  the 
Courts  of  common  law)  that  the  dissolution  should  be  effect- 
ed at  all  in  the  case  of  lunacy.  It  is  the  case  of  Kvrby  v. 
Carr  {a).  The  Chief  Baron  at  first  expressed  doubts  as  to 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  but  he  was  soon  satisfied  on 
that  point  In  Kirby  v.  Carr,  the  Defendant  became  a  lu- 
natic in  1834 ;  the  bill  was  filed  in  August,  1837.  The  evi- 
dence for  the  Plaintiff  was,  that,  since  July,  1834,  (which 
was  when  the  Defendant  became  a  lunatic)  he  had  never 
attended  the  office,  or  taken  any  part  in  the  business  of  the 
partnership;  that,  in  1834  and  1835,  he  was  for  some 
months  in  a  lunatic  asylum,  where  he  had  made  several  atr 
tempts  to  destroy  himself,  and  had  refused  to  engage  in  the 
employments  provided  for  the  patients;  and  further,  that, 

(a)  3  Y.  &  C,  Excli.,  184. 
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for  fourteen  months  previous  to  April,  1838,  he  had  likewise 
been  in  a  lunatic  asylum.  Two  medical  men  who  were 
examined,  gave  it  as  their  opinion  that  he  was  decidedly 
insane,  and  that  the  malady  was  likely  to  be  permanent 
There  was,  however,  a  chasm  in  the  evidence  of  insanity 
during  the  latter  part  of  the  year  1835  and  the  year  1836; 
and  the  surgeon  who  was  examined  as  to  the  party's  insa- 
nity during  the  fourteen  months  previous  to  April,  1838, 
could  not  depose  as  to  two  months  of  that  time  during  which 
the  Defendant  was  under  the  care  of  another  surgeon.  The 
Chief  Baron,  nevertheless,  (it  appears  to  have  been  a  case  of 
a  very  strong  character),  said,  "  My  opinion  is,  that  the  evi- 
dence in  this  case  is  not  such  as  would  satisfy  a  jury  of 
the  Defendant's  permanent  insanity;  but,  on  the  authority 
of  Lord  Kenyon  in  Sayer  v.  Bennet,  I  shall  direct  an  in- 
quiry." And  he  did  direct  an  inquiry  similar  to  that  in  Sayer 
V.  Bennet, 

I  have  thus  noticed  the  law,  as  it  appears  to  me  to  be  en- 
tirely settled  by  the  cases  to  which  I  have  referred,  because 
some  propositions  were  advanced  on  behalf  of  the  Messrs.  X, 
which  seem  to  me  a  great  deal  beyond  what  the  authorities 
warrant.  When  the  motion  was  first  made  in  July  last,  it 
was  contended,  and  I  think  the  argument  is  put  almost  as 
high  now,  that,  to  whatever  state  of  mind  Mr.  Z,  might 
attain  by  means  of  relaxation,  nothing  could  satisfy  the 
Messi-a  X;  their  confidence  was  lost>  they  could  no  longer 
think,  whatever  others  might  think,  that  there  was  any  pos- 
sibility of  the  business  being  ever  carried  on  in  a  satisfactory 
manner ;  and  therefore,  that  they,  having  entered  into  this 
partnership  on  the  ground  of  mutual  confidence,  mutual 
help,  and  mutual  assistance,  to  be  derived  by  the  partners 
from  each  other — ^would  be  entitled,  whatever  might  be  the 
result  of  the  relaxation  afforded  to  Z,,  or  whatever  might  be 
the  opinion  of  others  after  that  relaxation  had  been  enjoyed, 
to  a  decree  for  a  dissolution  of  the  partnership.     I  apprehend 
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it  to  be  clear  on  the  authorities  to  which  I  have  referred, 
that  this  would  not  be  the  position  in  which  Messra  X,  would 
stand.  They  would  be  compelled  to  submit,  by  means  either 
of  an  inquiry  or  an  issue,  to  an  investigation  upon  evidence; 
and  if  that  evidence  should  satisfy  either  the  Court,  or  the 
jury  before  whom  the  case  might  be  laid,  as  to  their  partner's 
recovery,  I  apprehend  that  the  Messra  X,  must  be  bound  by 
by  it.  Of  course  they  would  be  bound  by  the  decision  of 
the  Court*  but  I  apprehend  they  would  be  bound  by  the 
verdict  of  a  jury;  that,  if  a  jury  should  be  satisfied  that 
there  was  reasonable  ground  for  supposing  that  Mr.  Z.  was 
so  far  recovered  as  to  be  able  to  carry  on  the  business,  the 
Messrs.  X.  must  be  satisfied  also,  and  the  business  must  be 
conducted  by  them  as  before,  in  partnership  and  in  concur- 
rence with  Mr.  Z. 

Another  point  was  raised,  which  also  seems  to  me  quite 
beyond  any  of  the  authorities.  It  was  said,  that  the  result 
of  this  act  which  Mr.  Z,  has  committed,  is  one  which  has 
shaken  the  confidence  of  all  the  customers — ^he  has  attempt- 
ed suicide.  That  circimistance  of  itself,  imexplained,  is 
doubtless  a  very  disastrous  thing  to  any  house  of  business. 
Persons  to  whom  it  is  not  easy  to  explain  all  the  circum- 
stances of  the  transaction — ^persons  at  a  distance — creditors 
of  the  concern — might  well  suppose  that  the  concern  itself  was 
in  a  state  of  difficulty  and  embarrassment  It  might  occar 
sion  an  unusual,  hasty  demand  on  the  assets  of  the  house, 
and  besides  that,  it  might  shake  the  confidence  of  future  cus- 
tomers, and  tend  to  discourage  them  from  employing  the 
house;  and  a  great  deal  of  evidence  has  been  produced 
on  the  part  of  customers  of  considerable  importance,  who 
deal  largely  with  the  house  in  their  business  of  shipbrokers, 
to  the  efiect>  that  if  Mr.  Z.  remain  a  partner  they  should  be 
disposed  to  (some  say  they  will)  withdraw  their  custom;  and 
this  evidence  is  not  met  by  counter  evidence.  But  I  appre- 
hend that  is  not  enough.     It  is  not  on  the  opinions  which 
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customers,  or  any  other  persons,  may  form  as  to  what  may 
probably  be  the  result  The  case  must  rest  on  the  opinion 
which  the  Court,  or  possibly  a  jury,  may  form  as  to  the 
state  of  mind  of  the  party,  and  as  to  his  fitness  to  carry  on 
the  businesa  That  was  the  course  taken  as  well  by  Lord 
Ahvagei'  in  Kirby  v.  Carr  (where  the  circumstances  were 
extremely  strong),  as  by  Lord  Kenyan  in  that  case,  which  I 
think  has  laid  down  all  the  principles  that  govern  these 
cases,  namely,  Sayer  v.  Beivnet.  Therefore,  I  apprehend, 
that,  whatever  may  be  the  result,  if  Mr.  Z.  be  found  hereafter 
by  a  jury  to  be  in  a  state  competent  to  conduct  the  affairs 
of  this  business  according  to  the  articles  of  partnership,  al- 
though all  the  customers  chose  to  come  forward  and  depose 
that  they  should  withdraw  their  custom,  there  could  be  no 
decree  for  a  dissolution.  The  circumstance  of  the  creditors 
so  deposing  would  of  course  be  evidence  for  the  jury  to  con- 
sider. But  if  the  jiury,  on  medical  and  other  testimony, 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  Mr.  Z,  was  in  such  a  state  of 
mind  as  to  be  able  to  conduct  the  business  in  partnership 
with  the  Messrs.  X  according  to  the  articles  of  partnership, 
he  would  be  entitled  to  all  the  rights  and  privileges  of 
a  partner. 

The  real  question,  therefore,  comes  to  this — ^how  far  at  this 
time,  assuming  this  to  be  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  I  am  sa- 
tisfied that  Mr.  Z.  is  not  (to  use  the  words  employed  in  the 
reference  directed  by  Lord  Kenyan)  in  such  a  state  of  mind 
as  to  be  able  to  conduct  the  business  of  the  partnership  with 
his  copartners,  according  to  the  articles  of  partnership. 

This  question,  which  in  all  cases  is,  as  Lord  Eldon  ex- 
presses it,  one  of  extreme  delicacy  and  diflSculty,  is  in  the 
present  case  attended  with  peculiar  circumstances  of  delicacy 
and  difficulty. 

[The  Vicb-Chancellor  then  went  into  the  evidence,  and 
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first  into  that  portion  of  the  evidence  which  related  to  Mr.  Z,'b 
state  of  mind  when  he  attempted  suicide:  from  whidi  his 
Honor  concluded,  that  there  was  not  the  slightest  doubt  that 
the  act  was  as  deliberate  as  such  an  act  can  ever  be  said  to  be; 
and  that,  at  the  time  when  it  was  committed,  and  for  a  week 
or  two  previously,  Mr.  Z,  was  undoubtedly  of  unsound  mind. 
Had  the  Court  felt  it  right  to  come  to  an  immediate  condur 
sion  upon  the  case  in  July  last,  its  conclusion,  upon  the  evi- 
dence as  it  was  then  presented,  would  have  been  that  Mr.  Z. 
ought  to  be  restrained  from  interfering  in  the  partnership 
aflEedrs.  An  arrangement,  however,  had  then  been  veiy  pro- 
perly entered  into,  that  the  cause  should  stand  over  until  Mr. 
Z,  had  had  some  further  relaxation,  and  the  effect  of  that  re- 
laxation should  be  known  to  the  Court,  when  it  would  be  in  a 
better  position  to  see  how  iax  that  which  had  been  the  normal 
condition  of  Mr.  Z.'s  mind  up  to  May,  1 855,  had  been  restored 
Mr.  Z,  had  now  had  the  benefit  of  relaxation  during  the  whole 
of  the  time  that  had  intervened.  The  result  appeared  to  be 
most  favourable,  and,  upon  the  evidence  as  it  now  stood,  the 
Court  was  not  in  a  position  to  say  that  Mr.  Z.  was  unable  to 
conduct  the  business  of  the  partnership  according  to  the 
partnership  articles.] 

In  reference  to  this,  which  is  the  real  question  between 
the  parties,  the  most  important  evidence  was  that  of  Dr. 
MamskiU,  the  latter  part  of  which  occasioned  me  for  a  time 
a  degree  of  doubt,  which,  however,  upon  a  very  anxious  con- 
sideration of  the  case,  ought  not,  in  my  opinion,  to  lead  to 
a  conclusion  that  Mr.  Z.  is  unable  to  conduct  the  business 
according  to  the  articles  of  partnership. 

To  estimate  aright  the  effect  of  Dr.  RamehiU's  evidence, 
it  is  necessary  to  consider  how  this  unfortunate  state  of  mind 
was  produced.  Had  it  been  produced  in  the  ordinary  trans- 
actions of  business,  the  latter  part  of  Dr.  RamskiU's  evidence 
on  cross-examination  would  have  amounted  to  an  opinion,  on 
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his  part,  that  Mr.  Z,  was  not  able  to  attend  to  the  ordinary  bu- 
siness of  the  partnership.  But  it  was  not  the  ordinary  trans- 
actioD  of  business  which  overthrew  Z.*b  mind.  The  case  stood 
thus :  In  the  year  1854}  he  was  subjected  to  a  very  unusual 
number  of  distressing  events.  In  July  in  that  year,  he  lost 
a  relative.  Two  sisters,  who  were  residing  with  him,  became 
seriously  ill;  and  in  September,  he  lost  his  mother.  He 
soon  afterwards  received  intelligence  of  the  death  of  a  bro- 
ther. And,  in  this  state  of  circumstances,  business  of  a  harass- 
ing description  occurred  to  distress  his  mind.  What  such 
business  was,  except  the  loss  of  a  ship  belonging  to  a  com- 
pany of  which  he  was  a  director,  does  not  precisely  appear. 
All  business  requiring  much  time  and  thought,  becomes  bu- 
siness of  a  harassing  description;  and,  imder  ordinary  cir- 
cumstances, such  business  would  not  be  sufficient  to  account 
for  an  overthrow  of  the  mind;  but  when  it  supervened 
on  domestic  calamities  such  as  had  here  occurred,  it  is  not 
surprising  that  a  mind,  which  for  twenty-four  or  twenty-five 
years  had  had  scarcely  any  relaxation,  should  have  given  way. 
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1866. 

Anomthous. 

Judgment, 


Such  being  the  state  of  circumstances  imder  which  Mr. 
Z/s  mind  gave  way — a  state  of  circumstances  which  cer- 
tainly cannot  be  considered  as  the  ordinary  normal  state  of 
circumstances  in  which  he  is  placed  in  carrying  on  the  busi- 
ness of  the  firm — what  Dr.  RamskUVs  evidence  amounts  to 
is  this:  not  that,  if  Mr.  Z.  is  subjected  to  the  ordinary  trans- 
action of  business,  including  crises,  (to  which  of  course,  in 
the  ordinary  transaction  of  such  business,  he  must  be  expofih 
ed),  he  might  become  insane;  but  that,  should  a  crisis  occur 
while  his  health  is  affected  as  it  was  in  April,  1855,  he  would 
again  become  insane.  But  why  am  I  to  assume  that  there 
will  be  that  combination  of  circumstances?  that  his  health 
is  not  to  be  cared  for,  that  he  will  not  have  r^ard  to  his 
health,  that  his  brother  and  his  partners  will  not  have  regard 
to  his  health?  It  is  in  evidence  that  his  health  was  consi- 
derably affected.      It  is  in  evidence  that  that  affection  de- 
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pended  on  circumstances  which  cannot  occur  again,  the  Ices 
of  a  mother,  and  the  loss  of  other  relatives — ^that  was  the 
great  cause  of  his  state  of  health; — and  all  that  Dr.  Bawr 
akUl  says  is,  in  effect,  this : — *  It  is  impossible  for  any  himian 
judgment  to  pronounce  with  certainty  in  this  case;  but  the 
result  of  my  opinion  is,  that  he  is  at  this  moment  quite  fit 
to  transact  any  business,  however  arduous,  of  the  finn.  My 
opinion  is,  that  his  mind  is  more  likely  to  give  way  than  if 
it  had  never  given  way  at  all ;  and  I  therefore  think,  that^ 
if  in  that  arduous  business  of  which  you  speak,  anything  in 
the  shape  of  a  crisis, — anything  in  the  nature  of  extraordi- 
nary emergency  shall  occur,  and  there  shall  be  coupled  witii 
that  the  state  of  health  that  existed  in  February,  1855,  then, 
and  not  till  then,  the  result  will  be  unjftivourable.'  After  a 
very  anxious  consideration  of  the  case,  it  does  not  appear  to 
me  that  Dr.  RamskiWa  positive  evidence  in  chief  as  to  Mr. 
Z/s  fitness  can  be  shaken  beyond  this. 

Up  to  this  time  I  have  been  considering  the  case  as  if  it 
were  the  hearing  of  the  cause;  but  when  I  consider,  that^ 
according  to  the  authorities,  no  dissolution  of  the  partnership 
has  yet  taken  place,  or  can  take  place  until  the  decree, — ^for, 
in  these  cases,  it  is  only  at  the  decree  that  the  dissolution 
takes  place, — and  when  I  consider  that  it  is  not  at  all  im- 
probable that,  if  this  were  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  I  should 
not  feel  satisfied  that  such  a  case  had  been  made  as  would 
entitle  the  Messrs.  X  to  a  decree,  (certainly,  looking  at 
the  case  before  Lord  Abinger,  I  have  a  far  weaker  case  to 
deal  with  here),  and  that  it  might  be  necessary  to  direct 
some  inquiry,  either  taking  the  inquiry  myself  at  Chambers, 
or  directing  an  issue;  I  apprehend  the  more  prudent  course 
in  every  respect,  and  one  which  is  more  likely  to  lead  to  a 
just  solution  of  the  matter  when  it  comes  to  a  hearing,  is  to 
re-instate  Mr.  <^.  in  his  position  of  a  partner — ^to  enable  him 
to  resume  his  duties,  and  then,  if  disastrous  results  should 
ensue,  those  results  will  be  tested,  and  the  Court  will  have 
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them  before  it  as  additional  facts,  in  determining  what  de-         1856. 

cree  it  may  be  proper  to  make  at  the  final  hearing  of  the  anohtmoub. 
cause. 


Judgment, 


I  have  not  forgotten,  of  course,  the  argument  which  was 
a  good  deal  pressed  upon  me,  as  to  the  position  in  which  the 
case  would  have  stood  if  Mr.  Z.,  instead  of  attempting  sui- 
cide, had  attempted  homicide,  to  which  some  of  the  medical 
witnesses  say  the  termination  of  the  disorder  might  lead. 
Suppose  he  had  done  so;  and  suppose  he  had  even  attempt- 
ed the  life  of  one  of  his  partners.  It  would  be  a  question 
whether  a  partner  would  be  obliged  to  sit  in  the  same  room, 
at  the  same  table,  with  one  who  had  attempted  his  life.  But, 
I  apprehend,  that,  even  in  such  a  case,  the  course  to  be 
adopted  would  be  the  same,  the  whole  evidence  would  have 
to  be  investigated.  The  question  would  be,  *  Is  this  a  state 
of  mind  in  which  this  gentleman  is  at  this  moment  placed? 
(if  so,  then  cadit  quaestio) ;  or  is  it  a  state  in  which,  looking 
at  all  the  evidence,  one  can  come  to  a  reasonable  conclu- 
sion, that  the  probabilities  are,  he  will  again  be  placed,  in 
consequence  of  again  attempting  to  transact  business?'  The 
difficulty  would  have  to  be  met  in  that  way.  And  even  if 
this  were  a  case  in  which  the  homicide  of  one  of  the  partners 
had  been  attempted  I  should  feel  unable  (for  the  reasons  I 
have  already  alleged  in  treating  it  as  a  case  of  suicide  only) 
to  come  to  the  conclusion,  that,  in  Mr.  Z/s  present  state 
of  mind,  it  would  be  right  to  remove  him  from  the  part- 
nership. 

I  am  obliged  to  come  to  the  conclusion,  at  this  stage  of 
the  case, — and  I  think  it  would  be  the  same  if  it  were  at  the 
hearing  (if  this  were  the  hearing  I  should  direct  an  in- 
quiry)— that  I  am  not  in  a  position  to  remove  Mr.  Z.  firom 
the  busines& 

I  must  refuse  the  motion  in  the  suit  of  X,  v.  Z,  I  must 
grant  the  motion  in  the  cross  suit  of  Z.  v.  X 
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Anontmous. 

Judgment. 
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An  order  being  made  in  Z.  v.  X.,  of  course  those  costs  will 
be  costs  in  the  cause.  In  X.  v.  ^.,  I  think  the  costs  of  the 
motion  must  be  reserved  till  the  hearing;  but  if  the  cause 
should  not  reach  a  hearing,  I  direct  them  to  be  costs  in  the 
causa 

Mr.  RoU. — Your  Honor  does  not  direct  any  inquiry  or  any 
issue  now. 

The  Vice-Chancellor — I  do  not 

Mr.  RoU. — Of  course  the  Court  can  do  so. 

The  Vice-Chancellor — I  purposely  abstain  from  doing 
so,  because  I  am  rather  anxious  that  the  experiment  should 
be  tried. 

[The  costs  in  X.  v.  Z.  were  reserved  generally.] 


March  3rd 


HIND  V.  WHITMORE 


Married  W<h     X  HE  bill  in  this  suit  was  filed  by  a  married  woman,  suing 

Friend^Secit-   by  her  next  friend,  who  was  a  poor  man.     The  Plaintiff, 

rityforCotu.    ^^^^  ^.j^^  since,  had  filed  a  bill  for  the  same  purpose  by  a 

A  married  wo-  j^qj^^  friend,  who  had  since  died  a  pauper  in  a  workhouse, 

tnfti^  may  sue  , 

alone  in  fonnft  and  an  order  had  been  made  in  that  suit  to  dismiss  the  bill, 

^iSe  Buea  by    "^th  costs,  for  want  of  prosecution;  but  the  next  friend  had 
a  next  friend,    ^^^  before  that  Order  was  made,  and,  consequently,  such 

substantial       costs  were  stiU  unpaid, 
person,  and 
capable  of  an- 
swering the  costs  of  the  suit.    If  not,  the  Defendants  may  obtain  an  order  to  stay  proceed- 
ings in  the  suit  until  the  Plaintiff  appoints  some  substantial  person  her  next  friend. 

The  same  rule  does  not  hold  in  an  infant's  suit,  because  an  infant  does  not  choose  his  own 
next  friend,  and  also  because  the  Court  readily  entertains  a  suit  on  behalf  of  an  infsaity  and 
idU,  of  its  own  accord,  stay  the  proceedings  in  such  a  suit  if  not  for  the  infuit's  benefit. 

Where  the  costs  of  a  former  suit  for  the  same  purpose,  which  had  been  ordered  to  be  dis- 
missed for  want  of  prosecution,  were  unpaid,  the  next  friend  in  that  suit  having  died  insol- 
vent:— Heldf  that  the  Court  could  not  stay  proceedings  in  the  new  suit  until  those  costs 
were  paid. 

If  no  direction  is  given  by  the  Court  concerning  the  costs  of  a  motion,  they  are  costs  in 
the  cause. 
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This  was  a  motion  by  some  of  the  Defendants  to  stay  pro- 
ceedings imtil  a  substantial  person  should  be  appointed 
next  friend  of  the  Plaintiflf,  and  until  the  costs  of  the  former 
suit  should  be  paid. 


1856. 


Statement. 


Mr.  WUlcock,  Q.C.,  for  the  motion,  relied  on  Permmffton 
V.  Alvvn  (a),  WiUon  v.  Hill  (6),  and  Drinan  v.  Mannix  (c), 
as  to  the  first  part  of  it;  and  with  respect  to  the  second  part 
of  the  motion,  he  cited  Spires  v.  SeweU  (d),  Long  v.  Sto- 
rie(e),  and  Altree  v.  Hordern  (/). 

Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Hensman,  for  another  Defendant, 
who  had  made  a  similar  motion. 

Mr.  Pearson,  contra,  relied  on  Squirrel  v.  Squirrel  (g); 
on  the  report  o{ Drinan  v.  MaruaixQC),  Dowden  v.  Hook(i), 
Jones  V.  Fawcett(k),  Stevens  v.  WiUiams  (J),  OgiVvie  v. 
Heame  (m),  and  Corbett  v.  Corbett  (n),  A  married  woman 
may  now  sue  in  forma  pauperis  without  a  next  friend,  and 
upon  application  ex  parte  may  obtain  an  order  for  that  pur- 
pose: In  re  Lancaster  (o). 


Argtmeni, 


Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  :— 

I  think,  if  I  had  to  rely  only  on  the  particular  circum- 
stances of  this  case,  there  is  enough  to  justify  my  decision; 
but  I  would  rather  decide  the  case  upon  the  broader  ground, 
and  follow  the  authority  of  Sir  J.  Leach  in  Pennington 
V.  Alvin  (p),  which  has  been  confirmed  by  Lord  St  Leo- 


(a)  1  S.  &  S.  264. 
(6)  2DeG.,M'N.&G.807. 
(c)  3I>ru.&W.  164. 
\d)  5  Sim.  193. 
(e)  13  Jur.  1091. 
(/)  5  Beav.  623. 
(g)  2  P.  Wms.  297,  n.;  2  Dick. 
766;  lVe8.jun.409. 


(A)2Con.&L.87. 
(i)  8  Beav.  399. 
\k)  2  Ph.  278. 
(0  1  Sim.  N.  S.  646. 
(m)  llVe8.69a 
(n)  16  Ves.  407. 
(o)  18  Jur.  229. 
(;?)  1  S.  &  S.  264. 


JvLdgmeiU, 


Judgment, 
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1856.  narda  and  the  present  Lord  Chancellor.  I  find,  in  this  caae, 
that  the  parties  have  been  harassed  in  a  former  suit  by  this 
Plaintiff  suing  by  a  person  as  a  next  friend,  who  afterwards 
died  a  pauper  in  a  workhouse.  Her  prosecuting  that  suit^ 
under  such  circumstances,  seems  to  me  sufficient,  if  any  spe- 
cial circumstances  were  necessary,  to  authorise  me  to  grant 
this  motion. 

But>  in  Penningixm  v.  Alvm  (a).  Sir  John  Leack,  though 
he  remarked  that  it  was  a  gross  case,  rested  his  decision 
simply  on  the  ground,  that  the  case  of  a  married  woman 
presented  circumstances  very  different  to  that  of  an  in&nt^ 
and  that  her  next  friend  should  be  a  person  of  substanca 
That  decision  was  followed  in  Drinan  v.  Mannix  (b)  by 
Lord  St  Leonards,  in  a  case  where  there  was  fraud  on  the 
part  of  the  married  woman,  in  suing  without  her  husband. 
And  I  find  that  the  present  Lord  Chancellor,  in  Stevens  v. 
WUliam8(c),  adopted  those  decisions,  without  relying  on 
any  special  circumstances. 

On  the  other  hand,  there  is  the  authority  of  Lord  Lcmg- 
dale  in  the  case  oiDowden  v.  Hook(d),  passing  by  Squirrel 
V.  Squirrel  (e),  because,  in  that  case,  though  it  turns  out  to 
have  been  a  case  in  which  a  married  woman  was  concerned, 
no  distinction  was  taken  between  the  cases  of  married  women 
and  infants,  and  that  was  so  held  in  old  cases  in  Atkyns 
and  Mosdey,  I  do  not  find  that  Lord  Thurhvfs  attention 
was  directed,  mSquirrel  v.  Squirrel{e),  to  the  distinction  be- 
tween the  cases  of  a  feme  coverte  and  an  infant  I  therefore 
prefer  to  follow  the  later  authorities  which  I  have  mention- 
ed. I  have  found  a  report  of  the  decision  of  the  Lord  Justice 
Knight  Bruce,  then  Vice-Chancellor,  in  Jones  y.Fawcettif), 

(a)  1  S.  &  S.  264.  (tf)  1  Ves.  juB.  409;  2  P.  Wmaj 

(6)  3  Dru.  &  W.  154.  297,  n. 

(c)  1  Sim.  N.  S.  545.  (/)  11  Jur.  529. 

(d)  8  Beav.  399. 
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and  he  is  there  made  to  say,  after  having  heard  the  ease  of 
Dowden  v.  Hooh  (a),  "  Suppose  a  married  iivoman  has  a 
clear  right,  and  cannot  obtain  any  person  to  be  her  next 
friend,  what  is  she  to  do  ?     I  have  been  much  struck  by  those 
observations  of  Lord  Langdale,     In  this  case,  there  is  an 
adjudication  that  tlie  woman  is  at  least  entitled  to  an  in- 
quiry."   That  was  because  a  decree  for  inquiry  as  to  the 
Plaintiff's  claim  had  previously  been  made.     He  therefore 
directed  security  to  be  given  for  the  costs  incurred,  which 
would  be  a  matter  of  course ;  but  he  would  not  inquire  as 
to  the  solvency  of  the  next  friend,  with  a  view  to  security 
for  the  future  costs.     Lord  Cottenham,  on  appeal,  reversed 
that  decision,  but  declined  to  give  his  opinion  on  the  point 
of  discrepancy  between  the  authorities,  saying  only  that  the 
Defendant  had  a  right  to  object  to  the  substitution  of  a  new 
next  friend  for  the  existing  next  friend.     Therefore,  there  is 
a  decision  of  Lord  Langdale,  and  the  view  taken  by  the 
Lord  Justice  Knight  Bruce,  in  opposition  to  the  other  au- 
thorities on  this  subject     But  the  recent  decision,  that  a 
married  woman  may  sue  in  forma  pauperis  without  a  next 
friend,   introduces  a  new  consideration.      In  Dowden  v. 
Hook{a)  Lord  Langdale  remarked,  that,  by  the  practice  of 
the  Court  as  it  then  existed,  a  married  woman  suing  by  her 
next  friend  had  been  admitted  to  sue  in  forma  pauperis ;  and 
said,  that  it  was  therefore  too  much  to  contend  that  the* next 
friend  must  necessarily,  in  all  cases,  be  a  person  able  to  an- 
swer any  claim  against  him  for  costs. 


1856. 
Hind 

V, 

Whitmorb. 
Jtidgment, 


The  circumstances  which  make  a  difference  between  the 
case  of  a  feme  coverte  and  an  infant  are,  not  only  that  a  feme 
coverte  selects  her  own  next  friend,  but  also  that  this  Court 
is  always  anxious  that  cases  in  which  infants  are  concerned 
should  be  brought  to  its  notice,  and  it  has  a  jurisdiction  over 
suits  by  infants,  which  it  has  not  in  the  case  of  suits  by 


VOL.  II. 


(a)  8  Beav.  309. 
H  H 


K.  J. 
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JtKfgm€fU, 


married  women,  to  stay  such  suits  if  not  for  the  infants'  be- 
nefit, and  can  for  that  purpose  avail  itself  of  any  impropriety 
on  the  part  of  the  next  friend  in  bringing  the  suit  But  it 
is  not  so  in  the  case  of  a  married  woman.  Her  suit  must 
go  on  however  impossible  it  may  be  for  the  Defendant  to 
have  any  remedy  for  costs,  in  case  they  should  be  ordered 
to  be  paid  to  him. 


It  has  been  urged,  why  should  the  rule  be  diflFerent  from 
that  which  prevaiTs  in  the  case  of  a  Plaintiff  who  is  sui 
juris,  who  is  never  called  upon  to  give  security  for  costs 
on  account  of  his  poverty.  But  the  answer  is,  that>  in  such 
a  case,  the  Defendant  has  at  least  the  security  of  the  Plain- 
tiff's person,  for  the  Plaintiff  may  be  attached  and  impri- 
soned if  he  does  not  pay  costs  when  ordered  to  do  so.  That 
cannot  be  done  in  the  case  of  a  feme  coverte;  and  the  conse- 
quence is,  that  if  a  feme  coverte,  who  has  the  power  of 
selecting  her  next  friend,  is  allowed  to  sue  by  a  next  friend, 
who  is  not  a  person  of  substance,  the  Defendant  may  be 
harassed  by  an  improper  suit,  without  the  power  of  staying 
it,  as  in  the  case  where  an  infant  is  Plaintiff,  or  of  availing 
himself  of  the  remedy  to  recover  his  costs  by  attachment 
and  imprisonment  of  the  person  of  the  Plaintiff,  as  where  the 
Plaintiff  is  sui  juris.  Now  that  it  has  been  decided  that  a 
married  woman  may  sue  alone  in  forma  pauperis,  there  is 
very  little  inconvenience,  for,  if  she  has  no  property  under 
her  own  control,  and  is  unable  to  procure  a  next  friend,  she 
can  sue  in  iormk  pauperis;  and  if  she  has  separate  property 
to  the  amount  of  lOOL  she  will  be  able  to  get  some  one 
to  act  as  her  next  friend,  or,  upon  giving  security,  she  may 
make  a  special  application  to  which  the  Court  would  be 
willing  to  listen,  and  the  only  possible  case  of  grievance 
would  be  that  of  a  married  woman  who  possessed  property 
of  a  value  something  between  5L  and  100 1.,  and  who  coidd 
not  find  any  one  to  act  as  her  next  friend.  On  the  other 
hand,  there  is  tlie  greater  grievance  of  the  possibility  of  per- 
sons being  harassed  improperly  by  the  suit  of  a  married  wo- 
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man  suing  by  a  pauper  next  friend :  and,  balancing  these  in- 
conveniences, I  accede  to  the  decision  oi^ix  John  Leach  on 
this  subject,  followed  by  Lord  St.  Leonards  and  Lord  Cramr 
worth,  and  shall  make  an  order  on  this  motion  to  stay  pro- 
ceedings, in  the  form  used  in  Wilton  v.  Hill  (a),  and  Stevens 
V.  WUZiavfie  (b),  until  further  order. 

As  to  the  other  part  of  the  motion,  I  find  n6  case  which 
has  gone  so  far,  and  I  therefore  cannot  grant  that  part  of  the 
motion. 


i85e. 


Judgment. 


The  order  need  not  mention  the  costa  of  this  motion ;  and 
the  costs  of  the  successful  party  will  be  costs  in  the  causa 


(a)  2  De  G.,  M*N.  &  G.  807. 


(b)  1  Sim.  N.  &  646. 


ViOB-CBAir. 

Wood: 

♦ 1866, 

Nov.  1th,  8M, 
9M,  4*  14^. 

WILLIAMS  V.  SALMOND.  ^""^i^ 

1  HE  bill  was  filed  by  John  Williams  on  behalf  of  himself    Fd).  tik  A 

and  all  other  the  holders  of  scrip  and  shares  in  an  abortive      ^^     ^^'' 

Pleadmg — 
company  called  the  Boston,  Newark,  and  Sheffield  Railway  Partke—BUl 

Company,  except  such  of  the  Defendants  as  were  holders  of  w^^J^roi. 

Liberty  to  sue  on  behalf  of  oneself  and  other  persons  who  are  too  numerons  to  be  brought 
upon  the  record,  is  dependent  neither  upon  the  discretion  of  the  Court,  nor  upon  the  dia- 
position  of  such  other  persons  to  concur  in  the  suit  • 

But  if  such  other  persons  have  an  interest  which  might  be  affected  in  case  the  suit  were 
allowed  to  proceed  as  on  their  behalf  at  the  instance  of  the  Plaintiff  or  if  full  lustice  cannot 
be  done  to  the  Defendants  without  having  all  such  persons  personally  upon  the  record,  the 
Court  will  not  allow  the  suit  to  proceed. 

Bill  by  a  single  shareholder  in  an  abortive  company  against  the  provisional  directors, 
praying  the  common  account.  Such  directors,  being  entitled  under  the  deed  of  settlement 
to  full  indemnity  out  of  the  deposits  in  respect  of  all  costs,  charges,  and  expenses  incident 
to  the  undertaking,  had  returned  to  all  the  shareholders  pro  rat4  a  part  of  such  deposits: — 
Held,  that,  since  the  result  of  re-opening  the  whole  of  the  accounts  as  prayed  might  be  to 
shew  that  the  persons  on  whose  behalf  the  bill  was  filed  had  received  more  than  the  amount 
to  which  they  were  entitled,  none  of  such  persons  could  take  the  account  without  incurring 
the  liability  of  refunding  to  recoup  the  Defendants;  for  which  purpose  the  Defendants  were 
entitled  to  insist  on  having  all  such  persons  substantially  upon  the  record ;  and  on  this 
ground,  as  well  as  on  the  merits,  the  bill  was  dismissed. 

(a)  Report  delayed  for  want  of  papers. 
H  H  2 
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BtcUement, 


scrip  and  shares  therein,  against  the  persons  who,  by  the 
subscribers'  agreement,  were  appointed  provisional  directors 
to^conduct  the'compauy  8  affairs. 

The  subscribers'  agreement  provided,  inter  alia,  that  a  de- 
posit of  2i.  128.  6d.  per  share  should  be  paid  by  each  sub- 
scriber on  the  number  of  shares  subscribed  for  by  him  at 
the  time  of  or  previously  to  signing  the  agreement.  And 
further,  that,  whether  any  Act^'should  be  obtained  or  not» 
each  of  the  subscribers  should,  out  of  the  moneys  which 
should  be  paid  up  by  himHby.way  of  deposit,  bear,  pay,  al- 
low, and  discharge,  and  indemnify  the  said  directors  from 
the  expenses  then  already  incurred,  or  thereafter  to  be  incur- 
ed,  relative  to  the  surveys  and  estimates  for  the  said  railway 
and  other  works,  solicitors'  and  coimsel's  fees,  travelling  ex- 
penses, and  all  witnesses,  and  other  costs  and  charges  of  every 
description  incident  to  the  proposed  \mdertaking,  and  to  the 
applications  to  Parliament :  such  expenses,  costs,  and  charges 
to  be  computed  and  assessed  rateably  upon  the  amount  of 
the  shares  or  sums  taken  and  subscribed  by  each  of  the  sub- 
scribers respectively. 


The  shares  were  allotted,  and  the  deposits  paid.   The  Plain- 
tiflf  was  a  holder  of  100  shares. 


The  company  having  failed,  the  provisional  directors  re- 
turned, out  of  the  moneys  in  their  hands,  to  all  the  share- 
holders, first,  an  instalment  at  the  rate  of  ll.  per  share,  and 
next  an  instalment  of  12«.  6d.  per  share.  Subsequently 
they  proposed  to  return  to  all  the  shareholders,  out  of 
the  same  moneys,  a  final  instalment  of  Is.  Hd  per  share. 
The  majority  of  the  shareholders  accepted  this  final  in- 
stalment, and  released  the  Defendanta  The  Plaintiff 
and  other  shareholders  refused  to  accept  the  final  instal- 
ment. 
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The  bill  was  for  the  common  account  of  receipts  and  dis-         1855. 
bursements,  and  the  usual  relief  consequent  thereon.  Williams 

V. 
SALHONa 

Argument, 

Mr.  Danid,  Q.  C,  Mr.  Renshaw,  and  Mr.  Cairns,  for  the 
PlaintiflF:— 

The  position  of  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendants  is  that  of 
cestui  que  trust  and  trustee;  a  decree  therefore  for  the  ac- 
count as  prayed  is  of  course;  and  the  Defendants,  who,  being 
mere  trustees,  have  without  reason  disputed  the  right  of 
their  cestui  que  trust  to  an  account,  must  pay  the  costs  of 
the  suit  up  to  the  hearing. 

Any  technical  objection  which  may  be  raised  on  the  ground 
of  misjoinder,  is  removed  by  the  late  Act,  15  &  1 6  Vict.  c.  86, 
s.  49,  by  which  *'  the  law  of  this  Court  as  to  misjoinder  is 
now  entirely  altered  :"  Clements  v.  Bowes  (a).  That  case 
shews,  that  the  new  doctrine  is  not  left  to  the  discretion  of 
the  Court;  that  it  is  imperative  on  the  Court  to  follow  it; 
and  that  if  the  Act  applies  to  cases  where  the  parties  are 
named  on  the  record,  it  will  apply  equally  to  cases  where  a 
Plaintiff  sues,  as  here,  on  behalf  of  himself  and  all  other 
shareholders.  There,  as  here,  some  of  the  absent  sharehold- 
ers, on  whose  behalf  the  bill  was  filed,  had  an  interest  ad- 
verse to  the  Plaintiff,  to  maintain  the  propriety  of  a  repay- 
ment, which,  in  the  event  of  the  account  being  taken,  they 
would  have,  in  whole  or  in  part,  to  refund ;  but  the  objection 
of  misjoinder  was  overruled. 

[They  cited  also  Sturge  v.  The  Eastern  Union  Railway 
Company  (b),  and  In  re  Stephen  (c).] 

(a)  1  Drew.  684, 694.  (b)  1  Jur.  N.  S.  713. 

(c)  2  Ph.  662,  574. 
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1865.  Mr.  Eolt,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Sdwyn,  for  the  principal  De- 

WiLUAHs      fendants : — 


0. 


Salmowd.  Independently  of  the  merits,  upon  which  alone  the  bill 

ArgwMMi.  would  be  dismissed,  the  PlaintiflF  ought  not  to  be  allowed  to 
proceed  with  a  suit  thus  instituted  on  behalf  of  himself  and 
all  other  shareholders  of  this  company.  Permission  so  to 
institute  a  suit  is  a  relaxation  of  the  rule,  and  a  relaxation 
which  it  is  in  the  discretion  of  the  Court  to  permit  or  to  pro- 
hibit; and  where,  as  here,  it  is  not  for  the  benefit  of  the 
absent  shareholders  that  the  suit  should  proceed,  the  Courts 
in  the  exercise  of  that  discretion,  will  refuse  to  relax  the  role : 
Evcma  v.  Stokes  (a).  Here,  all  such  of  the  absent  share- 
holders as  accepted  the  final  dividend  have  a  direct  interest 
adverse  to  that  of  the  Plainti£^  since,  if  the  account  is  taken 
as  prayed,  they  may  be  called  upon  to  refund.  As  in  the 
case  of  the  official  manager  of  the  Orand  Trunk  Bailway 
Company  v.  Brodie  (6),  each  of  such  shareholders  must 
have  a  right  to  elect  whether  he  will  abide  by  the  transac- 
tion, and  retain  the  moneys  which  he  has  received,  or  im- 
peach it>  and  refund  those  moneys;  and  what  right  has  ihe 
Plaintiff  to  make  this  election  for  others  ?  This  argument 
indeed  applies  to  all  the  absent  parties,  on  whose  behalf  the 
bill  was  filed.  Amd  even  if  all  such  parties  considered  it  for 
their  interest  that  the  suit  should  proceed,  still,  to  do  justice 
between  them  and  the  Defendants,  the  Court  must  have 
gome  means  of  binding  the  absent  parties  to  refund,  i(  in 
taking  the  account,  it  should  appear  that  they  have  received 
more  than  the  amount  to  which  they  are  entitled.  This^ 
and  not  misjoinder,  is  our  objection  to  the  present  suit 
Viewed  in  this  lights  the  case  is  entirely  distinguishable 
from  that  of  Sturge  v.  The  Eastern  Union  Railway  Com- 
pany. 

[They  also  disputed  the  Plaintiff's  title  upon  the  merits.] 

(a)  1  Keen,  24.  (6)  9  Hare,  823^  829. 
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Mr.  Bagr/cdlay,  Mr.  Cotton,  and  Mr.  C.  RoupeU  appear- 
ed for  others  of  the  directors. 

Mr.  Daniel,  Q.  C,  in  reply : — 

As  regards  the  shareholders  who  accepted  the  finjd  in- 
stalment, the  directors  have  become  the  purchasers  of  their 
interest,  and  in  fact  stand  precisely  in  their  place.  All  such 
shareholders  are,  therefore,  disposed  of,  and  have  no  interest 
either  way  in  the  suit  And  as  regards  those  who,  like  the 
Plaintiff,  refused  to  accept  that  instalment,  (and  as  many  as 
7000  shares  are  outstanding  in  shareholders  of  this  class), 
their  position  is  precisely  that  of  the  absent  shareholders  in 
Clemefivta  v.  Bowes  (a). 

[He  also  replied  upon  the  case  made  by  the  Defendants 
on  the  merits.] 

Judgment  reserved. 
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Argument, 


Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood: — 

Considering  the  small  amount  of  the  Plaintiff's  interest  in 
this  suit,  it  is  certainly  matter  for  great  regret  that  he  should 
have  thought  it  necessary  to  institute  it.  The  utmost  which, 
under  any  possible  circumstances,  could  be  coming  to  the 
Plaintiff  over  and  above  the  amoimt  of  the  third  instalment 
of  Is,  6d.  a  share,  which  the  Defendants  offered  to  return  to 
him  in  common  with  all  the  other  shareholders,  would  not 
exceed  a  sum  of  about  54?^.  10s. — an  amount  so  small  as  cer- 
tainly to  try  to  the  utmost  the  question,  whether  he  is  en- 
titled to  a  decree.  Nevertheless,  the  question  must  be  con-, 
sidered  in  the  same  manner  as  it  would  be  if  the  Plaintiffs 
interest  in  the  suit  were  to  a  much  greater  amount 

(a)  1  Drew.  684. 


JVov.  14M. 
Judgment, 
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Judgment 


The  PlaintiflTs  right  to  an  account  was  disputed  upon  one 
ground  which  cannot,  in  my  judgment,  be  sustained. 

It  was  argued,  that,  permitting  an  individual  to  sue  on 
behalf  of  himself  and  a  large  number  of  others,  is  of  itself  a 
matter  in  the  discretion  of  the  Court;  that  the  Court  may 
grant,  or  may  withhold,  such  permission;  that,  in  a  suit  of 
this  nature,  if  the  ends  of  justice  required  it,  the  Court 
would  allow  the  suit  to  be  thus  framed,  since,  otherwise,  by 
reason  of  the  number  of  persons  who  must  be  made  parties; 
no  relief  could  be  afforded;  but  if  the  ends  of  justice  did  not 
require  it,  then,  being  an  indulgence  and  contrary  to  the 
usual  practice,  the  Court,  in  the  exercise  of  its  discretion, 
would  refuse  its  permission ;  and  consequently,  that,  in  a 
case  circumstanced  like  the  present,  the  Court  would  not  al- 
low a  suit  so  framed  to  proceed. 

Now,  as  far  as  this  argument  asserts  that  the  question  is 
a  mere  matter  of  discretion  with  the  Court,  I  think  the  re- 
ply was  satisfactory,  viz.  that  if  a  pei'son,  having  in  com- 
mon with  others  a  right  to  an  account  or  any  other  relief, 
chooses  to  assert  that  right,  and  can  shew  that  the  only 
difficulty  in  his  way  in  asserting  it  is,  that  the  persons  hav- 
ing an  identical  interest  with  himself  are  too  numerous  to 
admit  of  their  being  brought  on  the  record,  then,  notwith- 
standing such  persons  may  not  choose  to  assert  that  right 
which  they  have  in  common  with  him,  provided  their  inter- 
est is  in  no  way  liable  to  be  affected  by  tlie  assertion  of  such 
right  on  his  part,  he  ought  not  to  be  deprived  of  his  right  to 
sue  upon  any  assumed  discretion  on  the  part  of  the  Court 
as  to  the  suit  being  frivolous  or  vexatious.  However  frivo- 
lous and  vexatious  the  suit  may  appear  to  the  Court,  if  the 
Plaintiff  would  have  had  a  right  to  the  relief  prayed  in  case 
he  had  been  the  only  person  entitled  to  claim  it,  and  if  the 
interest  of  other  persons  entitled  in  common  with  him  to 
claim  such  relief,  and  who  are  too  numerous  to  be  brought 
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upon  the  record,  is  in  no  way  liable  to  be  aflFected  by  him  in 
the  suit  he  has  instituted  in  their  names,  the  Court  will  not 
deprive  him  of  that  right  merely  because  such  other  per- 
sons do  not  choose  to  concur  with  him  in  the  suit.  In  fact, 
the  case  is  analogous  to  that  of  directors  of  a  railway  com- 
pany introducing  some  new  element  which  the  majority  of 
the  shareholders  consider  to  be  for  their  benefit,  as,  for  in- 
stance, the  introduction  of  steamboats  and  the  like,  to  bring 
passengers  to  the  railway, — a  proceeding  which,  being  dehors 
the  powers  of  the  directors,  may  be  stopped  by  any  share- 
holder filing  a  bill  on  behalf  of  himself  and  other  sharehold- 
ers, although  every  shareholder  except  himself  should  consi- 
der it  more  beneficial  and  profitable  for  the  new  scheme  to 
be  carried  into  efiect.  The  law  presumes  that  every  share- 
holder has  an  interest  in  seeing  that  what  is  done  is  right 
and  proper  in  point  of  law,  whatever  may  be  his  own  view 
as  to  the  benefit  to  be  derived  from  a  departure  from  the 
strict  letter  of  the  law. 


1856. 


Judgment. 


But  then  (and  this  is  the  serious  question  in  the  present 
case)  I  apprehend  it  is  no  less  clear,  that,  if  the  Court  can 
see  that  the  interest  of  the  absent  shareholders  may  be  not 
simply  an  interest  leading  them  to  say  they  dislike  the 
course  the  PlaintiflF  is  taking  in  their  names,  and  should  pre- 
fer matters  remaining  as  they  are,  but  an  interest  which 
would  be  actually  afiected  in  the  event  of  the  suit  being  al- 
lowed to  proceed  as  on  their  behalf  at  the  instance  of 
the  PlaintiflF, — or  (which  is  another  form  of  the  objection 
but  in  substance  the  same)  if  the  Coiuli  sees  that  full  justice 
cannot  be  done  to  the  Defendants  without  havmg  all  such 
absent  shareholders  substantially  before  it,  personally  upon 
the  record,  so  as  to  enable  the  Court  to  do  justice  as  between 
them  and  the  Defendants, — then  it  will  not  allow  a  suit  to 
proceed  at  the  instance  of  one  or  more  individual  share- 
holders, as  representing  the  whole  body. 


JudgmetU. 
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1855.  ^  Now,  in  this  case,  the  Defendants,  having  a  title  to  indem- 

nity to  the  full  amount  of  the  deposits  paid  by  the  share- 
holders, return,  out  of  that  amount,  to  all  the  shareholders, 
first  an  instalment  of  12.  per  share,  next  an  instalment  of 
128.  6(2.  per  share,  and  then  out  of  the  same  amount  thqr 
propose  to  return  a  final  instalment  of  \b.  6(2.  ])er  shara 

As  to  the  shareholders  who  accepted  the  final  instalment^ 
I  concur  with  what  was  said  in  the  reply,  that  they  are  dis- 
posed of;  and  that^  if  the  directors  choose  to  take  upon  them- 
selves, before  the  accounts  are  wound  up,  the  responsibility 
of  returning  that  instalment,  and  releasing  the  entire  fund 
so  far  as  regards  such  shareholders,  the  directors  must  be 
taken  to  have  placed  themselves  for  better  for  wOrse  in  their 
position,  and  to  represent  them  on  the  record. 

But  as  to  the  shareholders  who  did  not  accept  the  final  in- 
stalment, and  it  was  said  in  the  reply  that  as  many  as  7000 
shares  are  outstanding  in  such  shareholder^  what  is  their 
position  with  regard  to  the  accounts  ?  Take  the  Plainti£F  as 
one  of  this  class,  and  what  is  his  position  with  regard  to  the 
accounts  ?  I  apprehend  his  position  is  tl^s:  by  the  deed  of 
settlement  the  Plaintifi",  in  common  with  all  other  share- 
holders, became  in  effect  liable  to  indemnify  the  Defendants 
to  the  fiill  amount  of  the  deposits  upon  his  shares,  at  the 
rate  of  21,  1 2^.  6(2.  per  share,  against  all  costs,  charges,  and 
expenses  which  they  might  incur.  Of  the  amount  to  which 
he  so  made  himself  liable  to  indemnify  the  Defendants,  the 
Plaintiff*  has  received  back  from  them,  pending  proceedings 
and  pending  the  accounts,  instalments  to  the  extent  of 
XL  128.  6(2.  per  share.  He  now  seeks  to  re-open  the  whole 
account.  But  considering  the  expenses  to  which  the  De- 
fendants have  been  already  put,  and  which  they  would  be 
entitled,  as  against  the  shareholders,  to  deduct  out  of  the 
deposits  in  their  hands,  and  considering  all  the  costs,  which 
may  not  be  inconsiderable,  of  the  acccimt  which  would  have 
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to  be  directed  in  this  suit,  and  which  also  they  might  fairly 
be  entitled  in  like  manner  to  deduct  out  of  such  deposits, 
it  is  by  no  means  impossible  that  the  result  of  re-opening  the 
whole  account  as  prayed,  would  be  to  shew  that  the  amount 
the  Plaintiff  has  received  back  from  the  Defendants  ia  more 
than  the  amoimt  to  which,  having  regard  to  his  liability  un- 
der the  deed  of  settlement,  he  may  prove  to  be  entitle  A  And 
if  this  should  be  the  result  of  re-opening  the  whole  account^ 
then  he  would  be  bound  to  refund  the  surplus.  By  re-open- 
ing the  whole  account  he  makes  himself  answerable  to  the 
extent  of  the  whole  amount  of  the  deposits  upon  his  shares 
at  21.  128.  6d.  per  share,  for  all  costs,  charges,  and  expenses, 
which,  imder  the  deed  of  settlement,  the  Defendants  may  be 
entitled  to  deduct  from  the  amount  of  the  deposits  on  his 
shares.  He  cannot  take  the  account  prayed  without  sub- 
jecting himself  to  this  liability.  It  is  the  common  case  of 
a  partnership,  or  any  other  similar  concern,  where  an  indem- 
nity has  become  the  right  of  the  parties  administering  the 
fund,  and  in  setUing  the  whole  account  some  unforeseen  ex- 
pense is  incurred ;  in  which  case  a  party  seeking  to  have  the 
account  settled,  can  only  have  it  settled  upon  the  terms  of 
providing  for  the  whole  of  that  expenditure,  and  accordingly 
refunding,  if  necessary,  what  he  has  received  out  of  the  com- 
mon stock,  in  order  to  put  all  parties  right  and  equal  with 
reference  to  their  engagements.  And  here,  not  only  is  this 
the  case  with  respect  to  the  Plaintiff,  but  it  is  the  case  also 
with  respect  to  all  the  holders  of  the  other  7000  shares 
which  are  still  outstanding;  no  one  of  those  shareholders 
could  take  the  account  prayed  in  this  suit  without  subject- 
ing himself  to  the  same  liability,  of  refunding  what  he  has 
received  back,  to  an  extent  suflficient  to  recoup  the  De- 
fendants. 


1655. 


Judgment, 


Such  then  being  the  position  not  only  of  the  Plaintiff,  but 
of  all  the  other  shareholders  on  whose  behalf  this  bill  is  filed, 
the  Defendants  have  a  right  to  insist  upon  having  all  such 
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Salmond. 
Judgment. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

shareholders  substantially  upon  the  record ;  and  the  only  way 
of  getting  over  the  diflBcidty  would  be  to  bring  into  Court 
the  whole  amount  of  the  sums  returned  to  them  by  the  De- 
fendants by  the  instalments  of  IL  128,  6d  per  share:  be- 
cause the  Defendants  have  a  right  to  look  to  the  solvency 
and  responsibility,  not  onlyof  the  Plaintiff  but  of  all  the  other 
shareholders,  who,  upon  taking  the  accoimt  as  prayed,  might, 
in  the  event,  be  liable  to  refund. 


But  independently  of  this  objection  upon  the  point  of 
form — ^which  alone  would  in  my  judgment  be  a  fatal  objec- 
tion to  the  suit, — I  am  satisfied,  upon  the  merits  of  the  case, 
that  the  Plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  the  relief  prayed. 

[His  Honor  then  went  into  the  merits,  to  shew  that  they 
justified  this  conclusion.] 

Bill  dismissed — Plaintiff  to  pay  costs  subse- 
quent to  order  for  production  of  docu- 
ments. 


185C. 

Feb.  2Ut 

Lords 

Justices. 


The  Plaintiff  appealed  from  this  decision. 

On  the  hearing  of  the  appeal,  it  appeared,  that,  before  the 
filing  of  the  answers  in  the  cause,  an  offer  was  made  to  the 
Plaintiff  by  the  Defendants  to  return  him  all  the  money 
which  he  had  contributed  to  the  company  less  the  amount 
which  he  had  then  already  received. 


The  Plaintiff  now  consented,  without  prejudice  to  any 
question  of  title  to  the  costs  of  the  suit,  or  any  of  them,  to 
accept,  and  the  Defendants,  also  without  prejudice  to  any 
such  question,  consented  to  pay,  a  sum  of  50!.  in  full  satis- 
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faction  of  all  the  demands  of  the  Plaintiff  on  his  own  account         1856. 
in  the  cause.     And  the  only  question  left  for  decision  was      Williams 
as  to  costs.  Salmond. 


Judgment. 

Lords 
Justices. 


Their  Lordships  now,  without  expressing  any  opinion  upon 
the  question  whether  the  Plaintiff  was,  or  was  not,  entitled 
to  a  decree  for  an  account,  were  pleased  to  order  the  De-  Feb.  22nd. 
fendants  to  pay  to  the  Plaintiff  the  50i.  pursuant  to  their 
agreement;  the  Plaintiff  to  pay  to  the  Defendants  300i.  on 
account  of  costs;  and  all  further  proceedings  in  the  cause  to 
be  stayed. 


HARRIS  V.  WATKINS.  .    .,,^  . 

April  30M. 

JJ^ILLIAM  PO  WELL,  by  his  will  in  1 844,  after  making   wiU-Pre- 
certain  specific  devises  and  bequests,  gave,  devised,  and  be-  ^cUiimer— 
queathed  to  his  wife  Catherine  all  the  rest  and  residue  of  ^^ction. 
his  real  and  personal  estate  and  effects,  absolutely,  and  ap-  Devise  of  re- 
pointed  her  executrix  of  his  will.     And  the  testator  declared  MtateTu  ibu 
that  the  devises  and   bequests  thereby  made  to  his  wife  **f**n*|^u?5^® 
should  be  taken  and  considered  in  lieu  and  discharge  of  all  due  from  tes- 
money  which  he  had  borrowed  out  of  and  forming  part  of  gee.    DeTiaee 

dies  iutest^te 
three  days  af- 
ter testator :-  - 
Held,  as  be- 
tween  the  heir 
and  personal 
representative 
of  the  devisee, 
that,  it  not  be- 

Catherine  Powell  died  on  the  4th  of  January,  1 848,  in-  ing  manifcbtly 

testate,  without  having  proved  the  will  of  the  testator,  and  vantage  of  the 

without  having  ever  possessed  herself  of  any  of  the  real  and  ^^^  *2 ''®" 

personal  estates  or  effects  of  the  testator.  ed  esute,  the 

Court  could 
not  presume 

a  disclaimer  by  her — consequently  her  heir  was  entitled  to  the  estate,  and  debts  claimed  by 

her  administrator  as  due  to  her  from  the  testator  were  discharged. 

But,  aemble,  had  it  been  manifestly  for  the  disadvantage  of  the  devisee  to  retain  the  es- 
tate upon  the  terms  proposed  by  the  testator,  the  Court  might  have  presumed  a  dis- 
claimer. 


the  trust  moneys  mentioned  in  the  settlement  made  on  his 
marriage  with  her. 

The  testator  died  on  the  1st  of  January,  1848. 
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It  was  admitted,  that  a  sum  of  900!.,  forming  part  of  the 
trust  moneys  mentioned  in  the  settlement,  had  been  borrow- 
ed by  the  testator,  and  was  due  from  his  estate.  And  evi- 
dence was  adduced  for  the  purpose  of  shewing  that  a  further 
sum  of  700?.,  further  part  of  such  trust  moneys,  came  with- 
in the  like  description  in  the  testator's  will  Upon  the  tes- 
tator's death,  his  widow  became  absolutely  entitled  under 
this  settlement  to  the  trust  moneys  therein  comprised. 

The  testator's  personal  estate  was  not  sufficient  for  pay- 
ment of  his  debts.  The  clear  residue  of  his  real  estate  was 
not  less  than  9002. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  a  creditor  of  William  PowM^  on 
behalf  of  himself  and  all  other  creditors,  for  the  usual  adminis- 
tration decree. 

The  cause  now  came  on  for  further  consideration,  and 
upon  a  question  reserved  from  Chambers. 


Arginmeiit,         Mr.  RoUy  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Cottrell,  for  the  PlaintiflF. 

Mr.  ChaTuUesSf  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Hardyy  for  the  adminis- 
trator of  Catherine  Powell : —  ^ 


Catherine  Powell  died  before  she  had  elected  to  take  the 
benefits  given  her  by  the  will,  upon  the  conditions  imposed 
by  the  testator.  The  Court  cannot  make  that  election  for  her. 
Her  administrator,  therefore,  is  entitled  to  all  money  bor- 
rowed by  the  testator  out  of  and  forming  part  of  the  trust 
moneys  mentioned  in  the  settlement,  including  the  9001.  and 
700i. ;  and  the  claim  of  the  heir  is  excluded.  It  is  like  the 
case  of  an  estate  given  upon  a  condition  to  be  performed  be- 
fore the  estate  vests  in  the  donee,  where,  if  the  donee  un- 
fortunately dies  before  performing  the  condition,  the  gift 
fails. 


CASES  IN  CHANCEEY. 

[The  Vice-Chancellor. — Priin&  facie,  property  devised 
vests  in  the  devisee,  until  he  does  something  to  get  rid 
of  it.] 

The  Court  has  never  presumed  election  by  a  deceased  per- 
son in  such  a  case  as  the  present. 

[The  Vice-Chancellor. — It  is  not  so  much  whether  the 
Court  will  presume  election,  as  whether  it  will  presume  a 
rejection  of  the  devise.] 

But  this  is  in  effect  a  ^fb  upon  condition  that  Catherine 
complied  with  the  terms  mentioned  in  the  will  There  is 
,an  act  to  be  done  by  her.  [The  Vice-Chancbllor.— ^She 
is  not  to  give  a  release.]  Whatever  may  be  the  form  of  the 
words,  an  act  is  required  upon  her  part,  which  she  died 
ivithout  performing.  Suppose  it  had  been  a  devise  of  Black 
Acre  on  condition  of  releasing  White  Acre,  would  the  Court 
presume  that  the  devisee  elected  to  take  under  the  will, 
merely  because  Black  Acre  was  somewhat  more  valuabla 
The  devisee  might  have  reasons  of  her  own  for  preferring  to 
jretain  Whke  Acre. 

Mr.  James,  Q.  C,  and  MT.Whiibread,  for  the  heir-at-law; 
and 

Mr.  WiUcock,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Keen,  for  the  customary  heir, 
were  not  heard  upon  this  part  of  the  casa 


Vice-Ohancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood: — 

Where  un  estate  is  devised  by  will,  the  estate  passes  to     Judgmmi, 
the  devisee  by  virtue  of  the  devise;  and,  unless  there  be  a 
disclaimer  by  the  devisee,  shewing  an  intention  on  his  part 
not  to  take,  the  estate  remains  in  him. 

VOL.  II.  II  X.  X 
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Here  the  testator  has  not  required  any  act  to  be  done  by 
the  devisee ;  he  has  imposed  nothing  in  the  nature  of  a  con- 
dition to  be  performed  by  her  previously  to  the  vesting  of 
the  estate.  He  has  simply  devised  and  bequeathed  to  her 
all  his  residuary  real  and  personal  estate  and  effects;  and 
declared,  that  the  devises  and  bequests  made  to  her  by  his 
will  should  be  taken  and  considered  in  lieu  and  discharge 
of  all  money  he  had  borrowed  out  of  and  forming  part  of  the 
trust  moneys  mentioned  in  their  marriage  settlement.  The 
estate  therefore  vested  in  the  devisee;  and  the  devisee,  by 
the  mere  circumstance  of  its  so  vesting  in  her,  dischaiged 
the  testator's  estate  from  all  money  borrowed  by  him  out  of 
and  forming  part  of  the  trust  moneys  mentioned  in  the  mar- 
riage settlement  This  is  the  result — ^provided  the  devisee 
did  not  disclaim. 


In  this  case  there  is  no  evidence  of  any  disclaimer,  and 
the  only  question  is,  whether,  having  regard  to  the  circum- 
stances of  the  devisee's  death,  and  to  the  relative  values  of 
the  estate  devised  and  of  the  debts  to  be  discharged,  the 
Court  is  called  upon  to  presume  a  disclaimer. 


Whether  circumstances  might  not  exist  under  which  the 
Court  would  be  justified  in  presrmiing  a  disclaimer,  is  a 
question  of  some  nicety.  I  am  not  aware  of  any  authority 
upon  the  point,  but  I  apprehend  that  in  a  strong  case, — ^for 
instance,  if  a  testator  devised  real  estate  worth  10,000i.  only, 
and  declared  that  it  should  be  taken  in  lieu  and  dischaige 
of  debts  to  the  amount  of  20,000?.,  in  such  a  case,  it  being 
manifest  that  it  woidd  be  for  the  disadvantage  of  the  devi- 
see to  retain  the  estate  upon  the  terms  mentioned  in  the 
will,  the  Court,  in  the  event  of  the  donee  dying  under  circum- 
stances like  the  present,  would,  as  between  his  real  and  per- 
sonal representatives,  struggle  hard  to  presume  a  disclaimer; 
but  where  it  is  not  manifest  that  it  would  be  for  the  dis- 
advantage of  the  devisee  to  retain  the  estate  upon  the  terms 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

proposed  by  the  testator,  the  ground  of  that  presumption 
fails,  and  the  presumption  does  not  arise. 

[His  Honor  then  investigated  the  evidence  as  to  the 
700^.,  and  stated  as  the  result,  that  the  inclination  of  his 
opinion  was  strongly  against  the  conclusion  that  the  700?. 
fell  within  the  description  of  money  which  the  testator  had 
borrowed  out  of  and  forming  part  of  the  trust  moneys  men- 
tioned in  his  settlement — strongly,  therefore,  against  the  in- 
ference that  the  widow,  by  virtue  of  the  devise,  would  be  in 
effect  releaeii^g  that  sum  of  70QI,  as  well  as  the  900Z.] 

In  a  case  of  so  much  obscurity,  I  cannot  say  it  is  cle^r  to 
my  mind  that  it  was  for  the  disadvantage  of  the  devisee  to 
retain  the  estate  devised  to  her  by  this  will.  I  cannot  say 
that  this  is  so  clear  a  case  that  the  Court  ought  to  presume 
a  disclaimer  by  her;  and  the  best  decision  I  can  arrive  at  is, 
that  the  devised  estate  passed  to  her  heir-at-law  and  custom- 
ary heirs,  and  that  the  debt  now  claimed  by  her  adminis- 
trator is  discharged. 
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WICKHAM  V.  WICKHAM. 

The  Plaintiffis  and   the  Defendant  Wickham  were  the 
members  of  a  copartnership,   called  the  Low  Moor  Iron 


The  Plaintiflfe  employed  the  firm  of  John  Fmch  <fe  Sons 
as  their  agents,  to  sell  Low  Moor  iron  up  to  the  failure  of 


JTov,  13M, 
cfc  14/A/ 
Dec.  1th. 

Principal  and 
Agent— Del 
credere — St<i- 

ttue  of  Frauds,  Company,  and  carried  on  the  business  of  iron  masters  and 

* manufacturers  of  iron. 

ScmblCf  R  oon- 
traot  for  a  del 
credere  agency 
is  not  a  pro- 
mise to  answer 


for  the  debt  of  ^^^  ^^  ^  3351 
another  with- 


in the  4th  sec- 
tion of  the 
Statute  of 
Frauds,  on  the 
authority  of 
Couturier  y. 

f^^d^f^'  ^^'^^  (P^^  ^f  *^®  fi^^ ^f  •^^^^  Fhich  &  Sons)  was  a  part- 

servations  on 


The  firm  of  John  Finch  Jk  Sons,  as  agents  of  the  com- 
pany, supplied  Loio  Moor  goods  on  credit  to  (amongst 
others)  the  firm  of  Smith  <k  Willey,  in  which  Edward 


that  case. 

Appropriation 
of  Payments. 

The  firm  of 
/.  F,  A  Sons, 
as  agents  of 
the  Plaintiffs, 


ner. 


Smith  retired  firom  the  firm  of  Smith  &  Willey  in 
1849,  but  the  business  of  the  latter  firm  continued  to  be  car- 
ried on  by  Edward  Fvrich  and  Willey  under  the  firm  ofFiaich 
&  Willey;  and  John  Finch  Jk  Sons,  as  the  agents  of  the 
Low  Moor  Company,  continued  to  supply  Finch  &  WiUey 
to^iE^  fo-^*^*^  with  Low  Moor  goods  as  before. 

upon  the  footing  of  the  latter  becoming  debtors  to  the  Plaintiffs.  They  also  supplied  the 
same  firm  with  other  goods  on  their  own  behalf.  They  made  no  distinction  in  their  accounts 
between  the  goods  supplied  by  them  as  agents  of  the  Plaintiffs,  and  those  which  they  sup- 
plied on  their  own  behdlf.  E.  F.  was  a  partner  iu  both  firms : — Jleld,  that  communications 
made  by  the  firm  of  /.  F.  d:  Sons  to  the  Plaintiffs,  admitting  a  large  debt  to  be  due  from 
the  firm  of  S.  A  W.,  and  undertaking  that  E.  F.  would  use  bis  influence  as  a  partner  with 
S.  ds  W.to  secure  its  reduction,  upon  the  fcdth  of  which  communication  the  Plaintiffs  for- 
bore to  sue  S.  A  W.,  precluded  that  firm  from  treating  their  debt  to  the  PlaintifEs  as  one 
which  had  been  liquidated  by  the  appropriation  of  the  payments  made  by  them  to  the  firm 
of  /.  F.  d:  Sons  in  order  of  date. 

Bankruptcy — Partnership -^Election — Double  Proof. 

Held  also,  that,  under  a  deed  of  inspection,  by  which  it  was  agreed  that  the  several  estates 
of  the  two  firms  should  be  administered  upon  Uie  principles  and  according  to  the  rules  and 
practice  of  the  bankrupt  law,  and  as  if  acts  of  banluruptcy  had  been  committed  by  the  mem- 
bers of  such  firms  respectively,  the  Plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  prove  for  the  debts  of  S.  A  W. 
both  against  that  firm  and  against  the  firm  of/.  F.  d:  Sons. 

And  that  this  right  was  not  affected  by  the  circtunstance  that  E.  F.  had  survived  the  last 
of  his  partners  in  the  firm  of  S.  ds  W.  upwards  of  two  months,  at  the  time  when  the  act  of 
bankruptcy  was  taken  to  have  been  committed. 
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The  invoices  of  Low  Moor  goods  supplied  by  John  Finch        1855. 
dk  Sons,  as  agents  of  the  comptoy,  were  made  out  in  the 
name  of  the  company;  and  all  the  customers  were  supplied 
on  the  footing  of  their  becoming  debtors  to  the  company. 

John  Finch  &  Sons  engaged  with  the  company  to  keep 
separate  books  for  the  entry  of  accounts  of  all  goods  supplied 
by  them  to  the  several  customers  of  the  company.  But  this 
engagement  was  not  strictly  adhered  to ;  and  in  the  accoimts 
kept  by  John  Finch  &  Sons  of  their  transactions  with  the 
firms  of  Smith  &  WiUey  and  Fvach  &  WiUey,  no  distinction 
was  made  between  the  goods  supplied  by  them  as  agents  of 
the  company  and  those  which  they  supplied  on  their  own  be- 
half, except  that  from  time  to  time  the  goods  were  entered 
as  "  Low  Moor  iron." 

On  the  8th  of  March,  1851,  WiUey  died.  In  the  spring 
of  the  same  year,  the  firms  of  John  Finch  &  Sons  and 
Finch  &  WiUey  became  embarrassed;  and  on  the  4th  of 
June,  1851,  they  suspended  payment. 

On  the  10th  of  June,  1851,  a  meeting  of  the  creditors  of 
the  respective  firms  of  John  Finch  &  Sons  and  Finch  Jk 
WiUey  was  held ;  when  it  was  decided  that  the  estates  of 
both  firms  should  be  woimd  up  under  a  deed  of  inspection ; 
and  a  deed  of  inspection  was  executed  accordingly  on  the 
12th  of  December  following. 

By  this  deed,  to  which  the  members  of  the  respective 
firms  were  parties,  it  was,  amongst  other  things,  declared, 
that  the  several  estates  of  the  two  firms  should  be  adminis- 
tered, a^s  nearly  as  circumstances  would  permit,  upon  the 
principles  and  according  to  the  rules  and  practice  of  the 
bankrupt  law  of  England,  and  as  if  acts  of  bankruptcy  had 
been  committed  by  the  members  of  such  firms  respectively 
on  the  4th  of  Jime  then  last;  but  that  the  firms  should  be 
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wound  np  separately;  and  that  any  creditor  executing  the 
deed  in  respect  of  a  debt  owing  from  the  one  firm,  should  not 
be  deemed  to  execute  it  in  respect  of  a  debt  owing  from  the 
other  firm ;  and  that  the  deed  should  be  read  as  if  two  sepft* 
rate  deeds  of  inspection  of  the  two  firms  had  been  executed 
by  the  necessary  parties  thereto. 

The  Plaintifi&  claimed  to  be  creditors  of  the  firm  of  John 
Fvnch  <k  8on3  in  a  sum  of  46,96H.  Ss.  lid.,  consisting  part- 
ly of  moneys  actually  received  by  them  and  interest,  partly 
of  moneys  due  from  customers  for  Low  Moor  iron,  and 
partly  of  a  sum  of  6370?.  158.  Id.  due  in  respect  of  didio- 
noured  bills  drawn  by  John  FiTich  &  Sons  and  accepted  by 
Finch  <k  WiUey,  and  indorsed  by  John  Fvnch  Jk  Sons  to 
the  company,  on  account  of  their  general  balance. 

The  Plaintiffs  also  claimed  to  be  creditors  of  the  firm  of 
Finch  &  WUley  in  a  sum  of  28,911?.  148.  2d.,  part  of  the 
said  sum  of  46,9612.  38.  lid.,  consisting  partly  of  a  sum  of 
21,0002.  claimed  by  them  as  the  balance  due  on  the  old  ac- 
count oi Smith  <k  WUley  for  Low  Moor  iron,  sold  to  them  by 
John  Finch  &  Sons  as  agents  of  the  company,  partTy  of  a 
sum  of  15402.  198.  Id,  being  the  outstanding  balance  of 
Finch  &  WUley  on  the  new  account  for  Low  Moor  iron  sold 
to  that  firm  after  31st  of  March,  1 851,  and  partly  of  the  said 
sum  of  63702.  158.  Id.,  the  amoimt  of  the  said  bills. 


These  claims  being  disputed  by  the  inspectors,  the  Plain- 
tiffs now  filed  their  bill  against  them  and  the  several  mem- 
bers of  the  two  firms,  charging,  that  the  agency  of  John 
Finch  &  Sons  was  on  the  footing  of  a  del  credere  commis- 
sion, by  virtue  of  which  John  Finch  Jk  Sons  guaranteed  and 
became  responsible  to  the  company  for  the  price  of  all  goods 
of  the  company  sold  to  their  customers  on  credit ;  and  that> 
consequently,  they  were,  at  the  time  when  they  suspended 
payment,  indebted  or  responsible  to  the  company  for  the 
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whole  of  the  said  sum  of  46,96U.  3«.  lid. ;  and  praying,  that 
it  might  be  declared  that  the  company  were  entitled,  imder 
the  trusts  of  the  deed  of  inspection,  to  rank  as  creditors 
upon  the  estate  of  John  Finch  &  Sons  for  the  46,961t 
Ss.  lid.;  and  also  on  the  estate  of  Fmch  &  WiUey  for  the 
28,91 1?.  J4«.  2d,  part  of  the  46,961i.  3«.  lid;  and  to  re- 
ceive equal  dividends  with  the  other  creditors  on  such 
respective  amounts,  but  not  so  as  to  receive  on  the  28,911?. 
1 4«.  2d  a  greater  dividend  jfrom  the  estate  otJohn  Finch  S 
Sons  than  with  the  dividends  which  should  be  paid  thereon 
from  the  estate  of  Fi/nch  <k  WiUey  should  amount  to  20& 
in  the  poimd. 


1855. 


StatefMni. 


The  Defendants,  the  inspectors  of  the  estate  of  John 
Finch  <fc  Sons,  by  their  answer,  submitted,  that  a  contract 
for  a  del  credere  agency  was  an  undertaking  to  answer  for 
the  debt  of  another  within  the  meaning  of  the  4th  section 
of  the  Statute  of  Frauds;  that  there  was  no  suflScient  con- 
tract in  writing  for  that  purpose  signed  by  or  on  behalf  of 
John  Finch  &  Sons,  to  satisfy  the  statute ;  and  that^  con- 
sequently, John  Finch  <fc  Sons  were  not  indebted  to  the 
company  for  outstanding  debts  due  from  customers  (or  Low 
Moor  goods. 

The  Defendants,  the  inspectors  of  the  estate  of  Finch  Jk 
WiUey,  by  their  answer,  submitted,  that  the  21,000Z.  out- 
standing on  the  old  accoimt  of  Smith  <k  WiUey  (part  of  the 
28,91  U.  14fi.  2d  claimed  from  Finch  &  WiUey)  was  dis- 
charged by  the  ordinary  rule  as  to  the  appropriation  of  pay- 
ments in  the  order  of  date. 


The  Defendants,  the  inspectors  of  both  estates,  submitted, 
that  neither  with  respect  to  the  63702.  158.  Id,  the  amoimt 
of  the  dishonoured  bills,  nor  with  respect  to  any  or  part  of 
the  company's  debt,  had  the  company  any  right  to  receiyo 
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WiCKHAM 

V, 
WiCKHAH. 

StaUmint, 


dividends  from  both  estates,  but  that  the  company  must 
elect  on  which  estate  to  receive  such  dividends. 

Evidence  was  given  of  commonications  made  to  the  com- 
pany by  the  firm  of  John  Finch  ^  Sotm  while  Edward 
Fmch  was  a  partner  not  only  in  the  latter  firm,  but  also  in 
the  successive  firms  of  Smith  <t  WiUey  and  Fi/nch  cfe  WiUey, 
and  which  were  relied  upon  as  bearing  upon  the  question  of 
the  right  of  Finch  &  Willey  to  apply  to  their  accounts  the 
rule  as  to  the  appropriation  of  payments.  The  effect  of 
these  communications  was  as  follows: — In  December,  1847, 
statements,  on  behalf  of  John  Finch  &  Sons,  were  laid  be- 
fore the  Low  Moor  Company,  shewing,  that  22,0002.  was 
then  due  to  the  company  from  Smith  <b  WiUey.  In  the 
same  month,  John  Finch  &  Sons  wrote  to  the  company, 
stating,  that  the  main  object  they  should  have  in  view  in 
their  future  transactions,  and  in  the  mode  of  conducting 
their  business,  would  be  to  reduce  the  balance  they  owed  the 
company,  **  and  to  cause  Smith  &  WiUey  to  diminish  and 
&iaUy  liquidate  theirs;"  and  that  it  was  the  intention  of 
Edwa/rd  Finch  to  use  his  influence  "  as  partner  with  Smith 
<k  WiUey"  in  pressing  them  to  complete  orders,  to  convert 
stock  into  frmds  to  meet  their  engagements,  and  to  reduce 
expenditure;  and  expressing  their  anticipation  that  there 
would  be  a  considerable  reduction  of  the  debts  from  both 
firms.  Similar  communications  to  a  like  effect  were  made 
from  time  to  time,  from  184}7  to  1850,  by  Edward  Fvnch 
writing  on  behalf  of  John  Finch  <k  Sons  to  the  company, 
representing  that  he  was  continuing  his  endeavours  in  his 
other  capacity  of  a  partner  in  the  firms  of  Smith  <b  WiUey 
and  Fi/nch  &  WiUey ^  to  secure  a  reduction  of  the  debt  due 
from  those  firms  successively  to  the  company. 


AvQ^kiMfia,         Mr.  RoUy  Q.  C,  Mr.  Amphlett,  and  Mr.  Kemplay,  for  the 
Plaintiflfe :— 
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K  it  be,  still  the  original  agreement,  and  the  subsequent 
memoranda,  letters,  and  accounts,  signed  from  time  to  time 
by  or  on  behalf  of  the  firm  of  Finch  &  Sons  and  the  former 
firms  carrying  on  the  same  business,  amount  together  to  a 
sufficient  contract  in  writing  to  satisfy  the  statute ;  or,  if  not, 
the  long  dealing  between  the  parties  upon  the  footing  of  a 
del  credere  commission  amounts  to  a  part  performance  of 
the  contract,  and  will  be  considered  by  the  Court  as  taking 
the  case  out  of  the  statuta 
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A  contract  for  a  del  credere  agency  is  not  an  undertaking 
or  guarantee  within  the  meaning  of  the  4th  section  of  the 
Statute  of  t'rauds :  Couturier  v.  Hastie  (a).  WioraAM. 


Argument, 


And  even  if  John  Finch  <b  Sons  were  not  acting  under 
a  del  credere  commission,  the  Plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  consi- 
der them  as  the  principal  debtors  to  the  company  for  all 
Low  Moor  goods  sold  by  them  to  their  customers,  whether 
actually  paid  for  or  not. 

The  communications  made  to  the  company  by  the  firm  of 
John  Finch  &  Sons,  at  a  time  when  Edward  Finch  was  a 
member  both  of  that  firm  and  of  the  successive  firms  of  Smith 
^  WiUey  and  Finch  AWiUeyy  preclude  the  Defendants,  the 
inspectors  of  the  estate  of  Finch  &  WHley,  from  treating 
the  21,000?.  as  liquidated  by  the  application  of  the  rule  as 
to  the  appropriation  of  payments,  those  communications 
containing  distinct  admissions,  by  which,  as  made  by  one  of 
their  partners,  the  firm  of  Finch  <fe  Willey  were  boimd,  that 
the  21,000Z.  was  still  due  and  secured  by  the  credit  of  their 
firm.  Any  such  application  of  the  rule  of  appropriation 
would  be  a  fraud  upon  the  company. 

Lastly,  under  the  trusts  of  the  deed  of  inspection,  and  the 
rules  adopted  in  bankruptcy,  the  Defendants  are  not  enti- 

(a)  8  Exch.  40. 
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tied  to  put  the  company  to  their  election,  on  which  estate 
they  will  receive  dividends;  but  the  company  have  a  right 
to  receive  dividends  from  both  estates,  not  only  for  thiQ 
amoimt  of  the  bills,  but  also  for  any  part  of  their  debt  which 
they  can  shew  to  have  been  owing  to  them  frt>m  both  firms 
previously  to  their  suspending  payment.  Each  firm  coDr 
tained  one  partner  who  was  not  a  partner  in  the  other. 


[They  cited  Morris  v.  Cleaahy  (a),  Paley's  Law  of  Princi- 
pal and  Agent,  3rd  edit.,  p.  41,  Orove  v.  Dvbois  (&),  Mac- 
kenzie V.  Scott (c),  and  Couturier  v.  Hastieid) ;  also  Sa^parte 
Hinton  (e).  Ex  parte  Johnson  (/),  Ex  parte  Adam  (g).  Ex 
parte  La  Foret  (h),  Ex  parte  Bigg  (i).  Ex  parte  Bamk  of 
Engkmd  (k),  and  Ex  parte  HushandQ). 

Mr.  Hugh  Hill,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Selwyn,  for  the  inspectorB 
of  John  Finch  ^  Sons;  and 

Mr.  James,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Eddis,  for  the  inspectors  of 
Finch  ^  Willey,  insisted  on  the  defence  set  up  by  their  re- 
spective answers.  Upon  the  question  of  the  right  of  the 
company  to  a  double  proof,  they  contended,  that  such  rights 
even  if  it  could  ever  have  been  maintained,  was  lost  in  con- 
sequence of  WiUey's  death;  upon  which  the  joint  estate  of 
Finch  8f  Willey  became  the  estate  o{  Edward  Finch  alone, 
or  subject  to  his  order  and  disposition;  and,  applying  the 
doctrine  in  Expa/rte  MouU{m),  the  company  lost  their  right 
to  receive  dividends  from  both  estates,  and  were  put  to  their 
election. 


(a)  4  M.  &  Selw.  566. 
\b)  1  T.  R.  112. 

(c)  6  Bro.  P.  C.  280,  TomL  edit 

(d)  8  Exch.  40. 

(e)  1  De  G.  550. 

(/)  3  De  G.  M.  G.  2X8. 


(g)  2  Rose,  36;  S.  C,  I  V.&  R4M. 

(A)  Cited  2  Rose,  36. 

(i)  2  Rose,  37. 

{k)  Id.  82. 

(0  2  G.  &  J.  4. 

(m)Mont.&Bli.28. 
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[They  cited  Sanders  v.  VcmzeUer  (a),  Amos  v.  Temper- 
ley  (6),  Williams  v.  Leaper(c),  Castlinff  v.  Auber(d),  Ed- 
wards V.  iTeMy  (e\  Thomas  v.  Williams  (/),  Saunders  v. 
Wakefield  (gr),  Price  v.  MouUon  (h).  Ex  parte  Glendin- 
nvng  (i),  Ex  parte  Carstairs  (k),  Oray  v.  ChisweU  (t),  Ex 
parte  HiU  (m),  and  University  of  Cambridge  v.  Bald- 
win (n). 

Mr.  jRott,  Q.  C,  in  reply,  referred,  on  the  question  of  dou- 
ble proof,  to  Ex  parte  Liddle  (o),  and  cited  the  following 
additional  cases:  Ansell  v.  Baker  {p),  Davidson  v.M'Ore- 
gor  (q),  Pritchard  v.  Draper  (r). 


1855. 


Ai-gumcmt, 


Judgment  reserved. 


Vice-Chancellob  Sik  W.  Page  Wood: — 

Three  principal  questions  arise  in  this  case. 

The  first  question  is,  whether,  at  the  date  of  the  deed  of 
inspection,  any  and  what  amount  was  due  from  the  firm  of 
John  Finch  ^  Sons  to  the  Plaintiflfe  and  the  Defendant 
Wickha/m,  the  partners  in  the  Low  Moor  Iron  Company. 

The  second  question  is,  whether,  at  the  same  date,  any 
and  what  amount  was  due  from  the  firm  oi Finch  §•  WiUey 
to  the  same  company. 


Dec.  7th. 
Judgment. 


(a)  4  Q.  B.  260. 
(6)  8  M.  &  W.  798. 
(c)  2  Wils.  308;  S.  C7.,  3  Burr. 
1886. 
{d)  2  East,  324. 
(«)  6  M.  &  Selw.  204. 
(/)  10  B.  &  C.  664. 
(g)  4  B.  &  Aid.  595. 
(A)  10  C.  B.  561. 


(i)  Buck,  517. 

(it)  Buck,  560. 

(0  9  Vee.  118. 

(m)  3  Mont.  &  A.  182,  189. 

(«)  5  M.  &  W.  680. 

(o)  2  Rose,  34. 

(p)  15  Q.  B.  N.  S.  20. 

iq)  8  M.  &  W.  755. 

(r)  1  Buss.  &  My.  191. 
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The  third  question  is,  whether  the  Plaintiflfe  and  the  De- 
fendajitWickha/m  are  entitled,  under  the  deed  of  inspection, 
to  a  double  demand,  or  what  in  bankruptcy  is  called  a  dou- 
ble proof,  against  the  two  estate& 

The  first  question  was  argued  as  a  point  of  law.  It  was 
contended  on  the  part  of  the  Defendants,  that  the  engage- 
ment entered  into  by  the  firm  of  John  Finch  Sf  Sons  was 
an  undertaking  by  way  of  guarantee  to  pay  the  debts  which 
might  become  due  from  the  several  persons  to  whom  they 
sold  iron,  and  directly  within  the  4th  section  of  the  Statute 
of  Frauds;  that,  even  if  the  engagement  in  question  ware  a 
contract  for  a  del  credere  agency,  such  a  contract  was  not 
the  less  an  imdertaking  to  answer  for  the  debt  of  another 
within  the  meaning  of  the  same  section;  and  that,  in  either 
case,  by  reason  of  the  repeated  changes  of  partnership  as 
well  in  the  firm  of  John  Finch  ^  Sons  as  in  the  Low  Moor 
Company,  there  was  not  a  continuing  engagement  on  the 
part  of  the  successive  partners  of  either  of  those  firms  suffi- 
cient to  satisfy  the  statute. 

Now,  if  this  engagement  were  a  mere  imdertaking,  by  way 
of  guarantee,  to  pay  the  debts  which  might  become  due  from 
the  several  persons  to  whom  the  firm  oiJohn  Finch  ^  Sons 
sold  iron,  and  if  no  question  of  a  del  credere  agency  arose, 
then  I  should  probably  be  of  opinion,  for  the  reasons  urged 
at  the  bar,  that  there  was  not  such  a  continuing  engagement 
as  to  satisfy  the  statute.  But  it  is  impossible,  as  I  shall 
presently  shew,  to  contend  that  this  engagement  was  a  mere 
undertaking  of  that  description. 

If  the  engagement  entered  into  by  the  firm  of  John  Finch 
^  Sons  was  a  contract  for  a  del  credere  agency,  then,  on  the 
other  hand,  I  concur  with  what  was  urged  on  the  part 
of  the  Plaintiffs,  that  the  case  of  Couturier  v.  Hastie(a) 


(a)  8  Exch.  40. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


487 


seems  to  establish  that  it  would  not  operate  as  a  guaran- 
tee, and  would  not  be  a  promise  to  answer  for  the  debt 
of  another  within  the  4th  section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds. 
When  I  look  at  the  whole  of  that  case,  and  consider  the 
reasons  given  by  the  Judges  in  delivering  their  judgments, 
— ^though  given  very  cautiously  and  guardedly — I  cannot 
but  conclude  that  they  considered  that  an  agent  entering 
into  a  contract  in  the  nature  of  a  del  credere  agency,  en- 
tered in  effect  into  a  new  substantial  agreement  with  the 
persons  whose  agency  he  undertook; — that  the  agreement 
so  entered  into  by  him  was  not  a  simple  guarantee,  but  a 
distinct  and  positive  imdertaking  on  his  part,  on  which  he 
would  become  primarily  liable:  otherwise,  I  cannot  see 
how  the  learned  Judges  could  arrive  at  the  conclusion  that 
the  undertaking  was  not  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  Cer- 
tainly, the  opinion  of  the  American  Judge,  which  one  of  the 
learned  Judges  referred  to  with  approbation  in  delivering 
his  judgment  in  Coviurier  v.  RaMie,  goes  to  the  full  extent 
which  I  have  described. 


But  I  think,  that,  in  this  case,  the  engagement  entered 
into  by  the  firm  of  John  Finch  §•  Sons  stands  on  an  entire- 
ly different  footing  not  only  from  a  mere  contract  of  guaran- 
tee, but  also  from  a  contract  for  a  del  credere  agency. 

[The  Vice-Chancellor  then  examined  the  circimistances 
bearing  upon  the  question  as  to  the  nature  of  the  engage- 
ment, and  concluded,  that  it  was  in  fact  a  distinct  primary 
engagement  on  the  part  of  John  Finch  &•  Sons,  to  make 
good  to  the  Low  Moor  Company,  at  the  end  of  every  year, 
the  payments  due  in  respect  of  the  whole  of  the  iron  supplied 
by  the  company.] 

Such  being  the  nature  of  the  engagement,  the  accounts 
shew,  and  in  fact  it  is  not  in  dispute,  that  the  amoimt  due 
from  the  firm  of  John  Fin^h  ^  Sons  to  the  Low  Moor  Com- 
pany is  46,9 6 U.  38.  lid. 
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I  come  now  to  the  second  question  in  the  case,  viz.  whe- 
ther, tkt  the  date  of  the  deed  of  inspection,  any  and  what 
amount  was  due  from  the  firm  of  Finch  fy  Willey  to  the  Low 
Moor  Iron  Company.  In  considering  this  question  I  shall 
pass  over  for  the  present  the  sums  of  1540{.  19^.  Id.  and 
6370{.  158.  Id. ;  and  I  shall  consider  whether,  at  the  date  of 
the  deed  of  inspection,  any  other  amount  was  due  to  the 
company  from  the  firm  of  Finch  §•  WiUey. 


That  there  once  was  a  debt  due  from  that  firm  to  the  com- 
pany is  sufficiently  apparent,  for  all  invoices  were  made  out  in 
ihe  name  of  the  Low  Moor  Iron  Company,  and  the  customers 
were  supplied  distinctly  on  the  footing  of  their  becoming 
debtors  to  that  company.  But  the  difficulty,  and  the  only 
difficulty  in  the  case,  is  occasioned  by  the  circumstance  that 
the  firm  of  John  Finch  of  Sons,  (doubtless  from  inadver- 
tence), instead  of  keeping  separate  books  for  the  entry  ct 
accoimts  of  all  goods  supplied  by  them  to  the  several  cus- 
tomers of  the  Low  Moor  Company,  (which  was  the  course 
they  had  engaged  with  the  company  to  pursue),  in  fact,  kept 
accounts  in  which  there  was  no  distinction  between  the 
goods  so  supplied  by  them  as  the  agents  of  the  company, 
and  the  goods  supplied  by  them  on  their  own  behalf  except 
in  this  respect,  that,  from  time  to  time,  the  goods  were  en- 
tered as  "  Low  Moor  iron."  In  other  respects,  the  whole 
was  kept  in  one  general  acco\mt>  their  transactions  on  be- 
half of  the  company  being  blended  with  all  their  other 
transactions  with  the  firms  of  Smith  S(  Willey  and  Finch 
Sf  Willey.  In  this  general  account,  which,  as  early  as  1846, 
shewed  a  very  heavy  balance  due  to  John  Finch  ^  Sons, 
entries  were  made  from  time  to  time  on  one  side  and  on  the 
other  until  Willey  8  death,  when  it  resulted  in  a  balance  of 
22,000i.  due  from  the  firm  oi  Finch  ^  WiUey  to  the  firm  of 
Finch  ^  Sons. 


In  this  state  of  things,  there  is  no  doubt  that  if  Ed/ward 
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Finch  had  not  been  a  partner  both  in  the  firm  of  John 
Finch  Sf  Sons  and  in  that  of  Smith  ^  WiMey, — if  the  part- 
ners in  the  latter  firm  had  been  strangers  to  the  transactions 
between  the  firm  of  John  Finch  §•  Sons  and  the  Low  Moor 
Company,  then  the  firm  oi  Smith  ifWiUey  would  have  been 
at  Uberty  to  apply,  in  dealing  vdth  their  accounts,  the  ordi- 
nary rule  relative  to  the  appropriation  of  payments, — ^the 
rule  in  Clayton's  case  (a),  which  has  been  always  followed, 
according  to  which  the  party  against  whom  the  balance  is 
eventually  due  is  at  liberty  to  appropriate  all  the  successive 
payments  made  by  him  in  reduction,  from  time  to  time,  of 
the  earlier  portion  of  the  account  And  it  is  said,  (although 
this  is  not  made  out  by  the  evidence),  that  if  the  rule  in 
question  were  strictly  applied  in  the  present  instance,  and 
the  payments  made  by  the  firm  of  Smith  if  Willey  were 
appropriated  successively  in  reduction  of  the  earlier  items  due 
from  that  firm,  the  result  would  be  the  wiping  out  of  the 
whole  debt  due  in  respect  of  the  Low  Moor  iron  from  the 
firm  of  Smith  §•  Willey, 


1855. 


JmdgmefU. 


But  the  fact  is,  that  Edward  Fi/nch  was  a  partner  both 
in  the  firm  of  JohnFinch  ^Sotis  and  in  the  firm  oi  Smith 
^  Willey.  In  1833  he  became  a  partner  in  the  firm  oiJohn 
Finch  ^  Sons.  In  January,  1844,  he  became  a  partner,  al- 
though his  name  did  not  appear  as  a  partner,  in  the  firm  of 
Smith  if  WiUey;  and  while  he  was  occupying  that  double 
position,  communications  passed  between  the  firm  of  John 
Finch  if  Sons,  of  which  he  was  a  partner,  and  the  Low 
Moor  Iron  Company,  which,  in  my  judgment,  render  it  im- 
possible to  apply  the  rule  in  Clayton's  case  to  these  accounts. 

[His  Honor  read  these  communications  to  the  effect  stat- 
ed above,  and  proceeded.] 

That  it  was  competent  to  Edward  Finch,  as  a  member  of 


(a)  1  Mer.  572. 
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the  successive  firms  of  Smith  ^  WiUey  and  Fmck  ^  WiUey, 
to  make  arrangements  for  the  reduction  of  debts  due  from 
those  firms,  is  plain.  His  house  being  under  liabilitieB,  it 
became  his  proper  business  to  make  arrangements  for  their 
liquidation,  and  to  enter  into  such  correspondence  with  cre- 
ditors as  might  be  necessary  for  that  purposa  And  after 
such  representations  made  by  him,  or  by  the  firm  of  John 
Finch  Sf  Sons  of  which  he  was  a  partner, — ^representations 
not  for  the  benefit  of  John  Finch  ^  Sons  only,  but  most 
materially  affecting  the  interests  of  the  firms  of  Smith  ^ 
WiUey  and  Finch  ^  WUley,  (because  it  was  on  the  £uthof 
those  representations  that  the  company  forbore  suing  the 
latter  firms, — it  was  on  the  faith  of  those  admissions  by 
Edward  Finch,  as  a  member  of  those  successive  firms,  to 
the  effect  that  there  was  this  large  debt  outstanding  and 
still  due  to  the  company,  and  that  the  company  had  there- 
fore tbe  security  of  Mr.  Smith  whatever  it  might  be  worth, 
and  the  security  of  Mr.  WiUey  whatever  it  might  be  worth, 
in  addition  to  the  security  which  they  had  already  from  the 
firm  of  John  Finch  ^  Sons,  that  the  company  forbore  to  sue 
the  firms  of  Smith  ^  WUley  and  Finch  §•  WiUey) — after 
all  these  representations  it  is  impossible,  alike  for  the  firm 
of  Finch  ^  WiUey  and  for  that  of  John  Finch  &•  Sans^  to 
say,  that,  notwithstanding  all  that  had  passed,  there  was  an 
arrangement  between  their  firms  by  which  they  kept  their 
accounts  all  as  one  joint  account,  and  that,  by  applying  the 
doctrine  of  appropriation  of  payments  to  all  moneys  paid  in 
by  Smith  §•  WiUey  or  Finch  ^'  WUley  to  the  firm  of  John 
Finch  §•  Sons,  they  are  entitled  to  consider  that  debt,  which 
one  of  their  partners  so  admitted  to  be  due,  as  a  debt  which 
has  been  liquidated  by  the  appropriation  of  those  payments 
in  order  of  date.  As  between  John  Finch  ^  Sons  and  the 
successive  firms  of  Smith  ^  WiUey  and  Finch  ^  WUley, 
that  doctrine  would  no  doubt  apply;  but  as  between  the 
Low  Moar  Company  and  those  firms,  it  was  not  competent 
for  either  of  such  firms  so  to  arrange  their  accounts  as  to  re- 
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suit  in  the  liquidation  of  a  debt,  which  a  common  member 
of  both  firms  had  thus  represented  to  the  company  as  outr 
standing.  It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  that  when  I  direct 
an  inquiry  as  to  the  amount  due  to  the  company  in  respect 
of  these  transactions,  I  must  give  such  directions  as  will 
prevent  the  doctrine  of  appropriation  fix)m  being  thus  ap- 
plied by  the  Defendants. 

That  an  inquiry  must  be  directed  is  clear.  I  cannot  hold 
that  the  mere  statement  of  one  partner  in  a  firm,  to  the  ef- 
fect that  there  is  a  debt  due  from  such  firm,  is  in  itself  suf- 
ficient to  bind  his  copartner  as  to  the  amoimt  so  admitted 
to  be  due ;  and  as  I  cannot  say,  upon  the  evidence  in  this 
case,  that  the  amount  due  firom  the  Defendants  Finch  & 
Willey,  in  respect  of  the  transactions  now  in  question,  is 
distinctly  ascertained,  the  proper  course  will  be  to  direct  an 
inquiry  upon  the  subject,  in  the  terms  which  I  shall  pre- 
sently mention. 
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There  remain  the  two  sums  of  1540Z.  19«.  Id  and  6370i. 
lo«.  Id  already  mentioned,  which,  being  clearly  due  from 
the  firm  of  Finch  ^  Willey,  would,  under  any  circimistances, 
have  made  it  necessary  to  determine  the  third  question  in 
this  cause.  The  1540i.  19«.  Id  is  due  for  iron  supplied 
through  John  Finch  ^  Sotis  to  the  firm  of  Fi/nch i^WiUey, 
after  the  31st  of  March,  1851.  And  as  to  the  6370?.  15«.  Id, 
the  amount  of  dishonoured  bills  drawn  by  John  Finch  &; 
So7i8  on  Finch  Jk  Willey,  accepted  by  Finch  &  Willey,  and 
indorsed  by  John  Finch  A  Sons  to  the  Low  Moor  Company, 
I  apprehend  that  the  bills  so  indorsed  gave  the  company  a 
good  claim  on  the  estate  of  Finch  <k  Willey.  In  cases  of 
bankruptcy,  the  rule  as  to  the  right  of  proof  by  a  creditor 
holding  a  security  is,  that,  where  the  secmity  is  that  of  the 
l)ankrupt  alone,  the  creditor  cannot  prove  without  giving  up 
his  security;  but  where  it  is  the  security,  not  of  the  bank- 
rupt only,  but  of  a  third  party,  then  the  creditor  may  prove 
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for  the  fiill  amoimt  of  the  debt,  and  still  retain  the  security 
for  the  amount  for  which  he  has  the  additional  security  of 
such  third  party.  That  is  the  position  in  which  the  Low 
Moor  Company  stands  with  reference  to  the  bills  accepted 
by  the  firm  of  Finch  &  Willey,  The  rule  last  mentioned 
has  a  direct  bearing  upon  the  third  and  last  question  in  this 
case. 

The  third  and  last  question  is,  whether  the  Plaintiflfe  and 
the  Defendant  Wickham  are  entitled,  under  the  deed  of  in- 
spection, to  a  double  demand,  or  double  proof,  aa  it  is  called, 
against  the  two  estates. 

Whatever  may  be  the  true  construction  of  the  deed  of  in- 
spection upon  other  points,  as  to  which  some  discussion  arose 
in  the  argument,  it  is  admitted  to  have  operated  as  an  agree- 
ment by  all  the  parties,  that  the  estates  of  the  two  firms 
should  be  administered  as  if  both  firms  had  committed  acts 
of  bankruptcy  on  the  4th  of  June,  1851. 

The  question,  therefore  is,  what  would  be  the  effect  of 
holding  both  these  firms  to  have  committed  acts  of  baiik- 
niptcy  on  that  day. 

It  was  argued,  that,  Edward  Finch  having  survived  his 
partner  WiUey,  the  whole  estate  was  in  truth  the  estate  of 
Edward  Finch,  That  of  course  is  not  so.  The  point  is  ex- 
pressly determined  in  Ex  parte  Leaf  {a),  where  an  attempt 
was  made  to  take  a  distinction  upon  the  question  of  order 
and  disposition,  and  the  facts  were,  in  some  respects,  fiavour- 
able  to  that  view.  There,  a  sum  of  money,  standing  in  the 
books  of  the  bank  to  the  credit  of  the  deceased  partner  and 
of  the  surviving  partner,  who  became  bankrupt,  had  been 
drawn  out  by  the  surviving  partner  for  a  particular  purpose, 
upon  an  undertaking  to  return  it  if  the  purpose  failed ;  and 


(a)  Mont.  &  C.  662. 
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the  purpose  did  fail.  It  was  argued,  that  the  money  was 
left  in  the  order  and  disposition  of  the  surviving  partner,  and 
that  his  drawing  it  out  of  the  bank  raised  a  strong  inference 
to  that  effect;  but  the  Court  held,  that  the  purpose  having 
failed,  the  whole  was  remitted  to  its  former  position;  and 
that,  there  not  having  occurred  a  sufficient  lapse  of  time,  (for 
time  would  be  an  important  ingredient  in  estimating  the 
question  of  order  and  disposition),  it  was  impossible  to  say 
that  the  money  ceased  to  be  part  of  the  joint  estate;  conse- 
quently, the  money  so  dealt  with  must  be  treated  as  joint 
estate,  and  applicable  for  payment  of  the  joint  debts  of  the 
partnership.  The  same  point  was  assumed  in  Ex  parte 
Taylor  (a)y  where  again  the  whole  question  turned  on  reput- 
ed ownership.  It  was  conceded,  that  a  large  part  of  the  pro- 
perty was  to  be  administered  as  the  joint  estate  of  the  bank- 
rupt partners  and  of  their  deceased  partner;  but  as  to  cer- 
tain of  them,  there  was  a  dispute  whether  there  was  re- 
puted ownership;  and  it  was  held,  that,  as  to  some^parts  of 
the  property  in  question,  there  was,  but  as  to  others  there 
was  not.  Here,  there  can  be  no  question  of  reputed  owner- 
ship. Willey  died  in  March,  1851,  and,  according  to  the 
deed  of  inspection,  the  firm  is  to  be  deemed  to  have  com- 
mitted  an  act  of  bankruptcy  on  the  4th  of  June  following. 
It  does  not  appear  that  administration  was  taken  out ;  but, 
if  it  was,  that  circumstance  is  not  material  There  evident- 
ly had  not  been  such  a  lapse  of  time  as  would  induce  the 
Court  to  say  that  Edward  Finch  had  acquired  (or  rather, 
that  his  assignees  would  have  acquired)  the  whole  of  this 
property  by  any  doctrine  of  reputed  ownership.  It  remain- 
ed part  of  the  joint  estate  of  Finch  ds  Willey. 

Then,  since  the  property  remained  the  joint  estate  of  Finch 
^  Willey f  it  follows  as  a  necessary  consequence,  that  the  doc- 
trine of  Ex  parte  MouU  (6),  as  it  was  termed  in  argument, 
has  no  application.    That  doctrine — which  in  truth  had  been 
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acted  upon,  after  some  conflict  of  opinion,  in  many  earlier 
cases — is  simply  this,  that  you  cannot  claim  throngli  the  me- 
dium of  one  partner  against  the  partnership.  Consequently 
where,  as  in  Ex  parte  MouU,  a  party  is  engaged  in  t¥ro  trades, 
— engaged  alone  in  one  trade,  but  with  a  copartner  in  an- 
other,— ^you  cannot,  in  respect  of  his  dealings  as  such  sole  tra- 
der, have  any  right  of  proof  against  the  estate  of  his  copart- 
ner. That  doctrine  was  followed  by  the  Chief  Judge  in  bank- 
ruptcy, the  present  Lord  Justice  Knight  Bruce,  who  consi- 
dered himself  bound  by  it,  although  he  expressed  that  he 
did  not  himself  acquiesce  in  it  In  a  case  in  which  three  per- 
sons, partners  in  a  firm  of  six,  were  engaged  in  a  separate 
trade,  he  seemed  to  consider  that  the  same  rule  was  applica- 
ble (a).  But,  in  the  present  case,  there  is  a  stranger  intro- 
duced. The  securities  are  not  the  securities  of  Eduxxrd 
Fmch  alone,  but  of  Finch  S^  WUley,  and  WiUey  had  no 
concern  whatever  in  the  firm  of  John  Finch  ds  Sons.  It  is^ 
therefore,  a  collateral  security  which  the  company  has  ac- 
quired, and  one  on  which  they  have  a  distinct  right  of  proo£ 

It  was  scarcely  disputed  that  the  company  would  be  entitled 
to  a  right  of  double  proof,  provided  the  estate  were  held  (as 
I  have  held  it)  to  be  the  joint  estate  of  Finch  ^  WHley,  and 
not  that  oi  Edward  Finch  alone.  But  if  authority  were  re- 
quired, Ex  parte  Adam  (b)  is  an  express  authority  in  point 
There  a  stranger  was  introduced  into  one  of  the  two  firms, 
and  that  circimistance  was  held  to  bring  the  case  within  the 
application  of  the  rule  to  which  Ex  parte  Moult  was  an  ex- 
ception ;  viz.  that  where  there  are  two  firms,  and  one  of 
them  contains  one  partner  who  is  a  stranger  to,  as  well  as 
one  partner  who  is  a  member  of,  the  other,  there  you  may 
prove  the  paper  of  both  firms  against  the  estates  of  both. 

Such  being  the  rule,  the  right  of  double  proof,  in  case  both 
the  firms  now  in  question  had  become  bankrupt,  would  be 
clear. 


(a)  Ex  parte  Hinton,  1  DeGex,  5.iO.     (6)  2  lioae,  36 ;  S.  C,  1  V.&B.493. 
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The  result  therefore  is,  that,  under  the  deed  of  inspection, 
the  company  is  entitled  to  prove  the  whole  46,961i.  38.  lid. 
against  the  estate  of  John  Fvach  <k  Sons;  and  to  prove  the 
1540?.  19«.  Id,  the  6370J.  15«.  Id,  and  such  further  sum 
as  shall  be  found  due  upon  the  account  which  I  am  about 
to  direct,  against  the  estate  of  Fijich  ^  WiUey,  subject  of 
course  to  their  not  receiving  more  than  208,  in  the  pound. 


1855. 


Judi^ent, 


Declare,  that  the  Phiiiiti£Gs  and  the  Defendant  Wickhamy  the  part- 
ners in  the  firm  of  the  Low  Moor  Company,  are  entitled,  under  the 
trusts  of  the  deed  of  inspection,  to  rank  as  creditors  upon  the  estate 
of  John  Finch  d:  Sons  for  the  debt  or  sum  of  46,96 H.  3s.  lid.;  and 
also  to  rank  as  creditors  upon  the  estate  of  Finch  dh  WUley  for  the 
foUowing  sums,  part  of  such  last-mentioned  sum ;  (that  is  to  say), 
the  sum  of  6370^.  \6s.  \d.,  being  the  amount  of  the  bills  drawn  by 
John  Finch  <fe  Sons,  and  accepted  by  the  firm  of  Finch  <fe  Willey^  and 
indorsed  by  John  Finch  d:  Sons  to  the  said  company;  the  sum  of 
1540^,  Ids.  id.,  being  the  balance  due  from  Finch  dh  WiUey  to  the  said 
company  for  Low  Moor  iron  sold  to  them  after  the  31  st  day  of  March, 
1851 ;  and  such  further  sum  as  on  the  inquiry  hereinafter  directed 
shall  be  found  to  have  been  due  to  the  said  company  from  the  firm 
of  Finch  dk  WiUey  on  the  4th  day  of  June,  1851,  but  so  as  not  to  re- 
ceive from  the  estates  of  John  Finch  <k  Sons  a  greater  dividend  on  the 
amount  for  which  the  said  company  shall  rank  as  creditors  on  the 
estate  of  Finch  <k  WiUey ,  than  with  the  dividends  to  be  received  from 
the  last-mentioned  estate  shall  amount  in  the  whole  to  20».  in  the 
pound. 

And  let  an  inquiry  be  made  what  sum  of  money,  other  than 
the  said  two  sums  of  6370^.  \6s.  \d.  and  1540^.  ld«.  Id,  was,  on  the 
4th  day  of  June,  1851,  due  from  the  firm  of  Finch  db  WiUey  to  the 
said  company  on  the  whole  of  the  transactions  between  the  firm  of 
John  Finch  db  Sons,  as  agents  of  the  said  company,  and  the  successive 
firms  of  Smith  db  WiUey  and  Finch  db  WiUey;  and  in  making  such  in- 
quiry, all  sums  of  money  which  shall  be  credited  to  the  said  firms  of 
Smith  db  WiUey  and  Finch  db  WiUey  in  the  accoimts  between  the  firm 
of  John  Finch  8f  Sons  and  the  respective  firms  of  Smith  db  WiUey  and 
Finch  db  WiUey j  and  shall  not  have  been  expressly  appropriated  to 
the  payment  of  moneys  due  to  the  said  company,  shall,  in  the  first  in- 
stance, be  appropriated  in  satisfaction  of  any  mone3rs  due  at  the  date 
of  such  credit  to  the  firmof«/oAn/^incA  db  Sons  on  their  own  account, 
and  not  as  agents  of  the  said  company. 


MinuU  of 
Decree, 
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Ib5€. 

March  \uk.  FRASER  r.  KERSHAW. 

PurtmtrAip^  JOHX  Travis  and  ThamAis  Kershaw,  firom  Mardi,  1855, 
^^]|^^]2r~  ^  ^^^  ^^^  of  JanuaiT,  1856,  cauried  on  busineaB  as  cotton 
of  wolremt         gpinners  in  copartnership,  under  the  firm  of  Travis  A  Ktr- 

Extaaitm  On-  shoLW. 
diter — Imjune- 

On  the  1 2th  of  February,  1856,  the  Defendant  Ann  Ker- 

aiolTeD^put-  ^^i^*!  being  a  creditor  of  I%<>ina«Jrerdkato,dbtai^^ 
ner,nponthe    ment  against  him  for  1621?.  Ss.  7d, 

bankruptcy  of  ^ 

his  oopartaer, 

^^^^^  On  the  19th,  Travis  was  adjudicated  a  bankrupt.    The 

p^^'fp^f  u      Plaintiff  was  appointed  assignee  of  his  estate  and  ^Eects^  of 

siTon  ■****>  in 

hispenonal  which  possession  was  taken  by  the  messenger  of  the  Ooort 
2SJhSa  to***^  of  Bankruptcy  on  the  same  day. 

wind  ap  the 

^gg^aa^^  On  the  20th,  machinery,  materials^  and  utensils  in  or 
^dannotbe   about  the  cotton  mill,  and  which  formed  part  of  the  oopari- 

truuferrDd  by  *■  *■ 

him  to  an-  nership  property,  were  seized  by  the  sheriff  under  a  writ  of 

by  aflBignment  fi^n  facias  issucd  upon  the  judgment  obtained  by  the  De- 

^areand"in-  ^^^^^"^^5  ^^^y  ^^  ^^  same  day,  the  share,  rights  and  into*- 

t«rest"  in  the  est  of  Thomas  Kershaw  in  the  said  machinery,  material^ 

partnership, 

or  by  exposing  and  utensils  were  sold  by  the  sheriff  to  the  Defendant. 

himaelf,  al- 
though bonft 

fide^toajndg-  Shortly  afterwards,  the  same  machinery,  materials,  and 
which  all  such  utensUs  were  advertised  for  sale  by  auction,  to  be  held  on 
SSrt^t^  the  27th  of  Februan-.  Such  sale  l^•as  advertised  as  being 
in  execution. 

Where  partnership  goods  bad  been  taken  in  execution  upon  a  boni  fide  judgiment  againik 
a  aolrent  partner  whoae  copartner  was  bankrupt,  upon  bill  filed  by  the  asaignee,  an  injunc- 
tion waa  granted  to  restrain  the  jodgment-creditor,  who  had  purchased  all  the  diare,  right, 
and  interest  of  the  soWent  partner  in  the  goods,  and  had  subsequently  profeaaed  to  sell  the 
whole  as  her  own  propoiy,  from  deliraing  possession  of  the  goods  to  the  purrtianiTr 

And  kdd,  that  the  Plaintiff  had  not  deprived  himself  of  his  rig^t  to  this  injunction  by  his 
own  misconduct,  in  violently  putting  the  Defendant  out  of  possession. 
Tenant  in  Comsion — Tnner. 

Observations  on  the  rule  that  one  tenant  in  common  cannot  m^infe^n  trover  against  an- 
other. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

on  the  instructions  of  the  Defendant,  who  was  described  as 
the  owner  of  the  property. 

On  the  26th  of  February  Troma  and  Thomas  Kershaw 
were  adjudicated  bankrupts,  and  the  Plaintiff  was  appointed 
official  assignee  of  their  joint  estate  and  effects,  of  which,  on 
the  same  day,  possession  was  taken  by  the  messenger  of  the 
Court. 
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Statement, 


Notices,  stating  that  the  goods  advertised  for  sale  were 
part  of  the  property  of  the  copartnership,  and  requiring  that 
no  sale  should  be  attempted,  were  served  by  the  Plaintiff  on 
the  Defendant,  her  solicitor,  and  the  auctioneer,  before  the 
time  fixed  for  the  sala  The  Plaintiff  also  issued  an  adver- 
tisement, stating,  that  the  goods  in  question  were  part  of  the 
copartnership  property,  and  were  then  vested  in  the  Plain- 
tiff as  official  assignee,  and  cautioning  the  public  against 
purchasing. 

The  Defendant  thereupon  issued  a  counter  advertisement, 
stating,  that  the  machinery  and  effects  advertised  for  sale 
were  her  absolute  property  under  a  purchase  made  by  her 
for  full  value  from  the  sheriff;  that  the  Plaintiff  had  no 
title;  and  that  she  would  indemnify  the  purchasers. 


The  sale  proceeded,  all  the  said  machinery,  materials,  and 
utensils  were  sold,  and  the  Defendant  received  deposits  from 
the  piu'chasers. 

The  Plaintiff  then  filed  his  bill  for  an  account,  and  to 
have  the  rights  of  the  parties  declared;  and  for  an  injunc- 
tion to  restrain  the  Defendant  from  delivering  possession  of 
the  said  machinery,  materials,  and  utensils  to  the  purchaser 
or  alleged  purchaser,  and  from  otherwise  selling  or  disposing 
thereof,  and  from  in  any  manner  intermeddling  with  the 
copartnership  property  so  as  to  interfere  with  the  rights  of 
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1856. 


Suument. 
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the  Plaintiff  as  official  assignee  of  the  estate  and  effects  of 
John  Travis  and  Thomas  Kershaw;  and  for  a  receiver. 

It  appeared  that  the  Plaintiff  had  violently  put  the  De- 
fendant out  of  possession  of  her  moiety  of  the  goods  in  ques- 
tion; upon  which  the  Defendant  was  about  to  recover  pos- 
session by  force  but  was  deterred  by  the  opposition  to  be 
encountered. 


Argument.         Mr.  Roltt  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Field,  now  moved  for  an  injunc- 
tion and  receiver,  as  prayed. 

The  Defendant,  purchasing  of  the  sheriff,  became  tenant 
in  common  with  the  Plaintiff:  per  Lord  HoU  (a) ;  Ccllyer 
on  Partnership,  2nd  edit,  p.  560.  The  Plaintiff  might  have 
filed  a  bill  against  the  sheriff  to  restrain  him  from  proceed- 
ing imder  the  execution,  and  selling  the  stock  and  effedfl; 
much  more  is  the  Plaintiff  entitled  to  this  injunction. 

[They  referred  to  the  cases  cited  in  CoUyer  on  Partnership, 
pp.  560,  564,  and  Young  v.  K€ighly(b),  Taylor  v.  Fields  (e\ 
Bevan  v.  Lewis  (d),  West  v.  Skip  (c).] 

Mr.  Daniel,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Rogers,  for  the  Defendant. 

The  motion  must  be  refused.  In  such  a  case  as  this  tro- 
ver would  not  lie  against  the  Defendant,  for  one  tenant  in 
common  cannot  maintain  trover  against  another:  May  hew 
V.  Herrick  (J) ;  and  the  Plaintiff  is  tenant  in  common  with 
the  Defendant 

Besides,  the  bankruptcy  of  Travis  gave  Thomas  Kershaw, 
as  the  solvent  partner  in  the  firm,  a  right  to  sell  the  part- 


(a)  1  Salk.  392. 

(h)  15  Ves.  667,  659,  et  seq. 

(o)  Id.  559,  n. 


(d)  1  Sim.  376. 

(e)  1  Ves.  sen.  242. 
(/)  7  C.  B.  229. 
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nership  property  for  payment  of  partnership  debts:  Fox  v. 
Hcunhury  (a).  And  this  right  has  passed  through  the  she- 
riff to  the  Defendant  The  Defendant  selling  may  be  liable 
to  account;  but  the  motion  assumes,  that  the  sale  is  so  radi- 
cally vicious,  that  the  Court  ab  ante  can  interfere. 

The  Plaintiff  has  deprived  himself  of  his  right  (if  he  ever 
had  any)  to  this  injunction  by  his  own  misconduct  in  vio- 
lently putting  the  Defendant  out  of  possession. 

A  reply  waa  not  heard. 
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Afffument, 


Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood: — 

Upon  the  legal  questions  raised  there  cannot,  I  think,  be 
a  shadow  of  doubt  The  authorities  cited  seem  to  be  all  one 
way. 

The  bankruptcy  of  Travis  put  an  end  at  once  to  the 
partnership,  before  execution  was  taken  out  against  l^homas 
Kershaw  ;  and  the  one  partner  being  bankrupt,  the  Plain- 
tiff, as  his  assignee,  became  tenant  in  common  with  the 
other. 

The  case  oiMayhew  v.  Herrick  (6),  cited  for  the  Defend- 
ants, seems  to  me  to  make  out  the  reverse  of  the  proposition 
for  which  it  was  cited  That  case  determined  that  one  te- 
nant in  common  could  not  maintain  trover  against  the  other, 
because  it  was  not  shewn  that  his  title  had  been  displaced, 
or  that  he  could  not  follow  his  interest  in  a  moiety  of  the 
property  into  the  hands  of  the  purchaser.  What  each  of  the 
Judges  says  in  that  case  bears  that  construction,  and  that 
only.  Mr.  Justice  Maule  puts  it  with  remarkable  clearness. 
He  says,  that  the  old  doctrine  about  tenancy  in  common 


(a)  Cowp.  445. 


(6)  7  C.  B.  229. 
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•/IM^^WI^fK. 


(meaning  the  doctrine  that  one  tenant  in  common  caanot 
maintain  trover  against  another)  is  not  to  be  pushed  to 
its  full  extent.  "  There  may  be  dispositions  of  the  subject- 
matter  which  will  amoimt  to  conversion  if  done  by  a  stran- 
ger^ that  are  not  so  if  done  by  a  tenant  in  common.  But  I 
do  not  think  it  therefore  follows,  that  no  dealing  with  the 
thing  by  one  of  two  tenants  in  common  that  does  not 
amount  to  a  total  annihilation  of  it»"  (the  old  law  allowed 
that  to  be  conversion),  "  if  that  be  possible,  can  be  a  conver- 
sion as  against  his  co-tenant  It  may  be  that  the  co-tenant 
may,  if  he  think  fit,  follow  the  thing  and  make  title  to  it^ 
notwithstanding  its  sale  and  delivery  to  a  third  person.''  (In 
that  case,  of  course,  there  would  not  be  trover,  because  he 
would  only  be  tenant  in  common  with  the  purchaser.  One 
tenant  in  common  may  sell  his  moiety,  and  if  the  purchaser 
chooses  to  have  the  thing — a  horse,  for  instance,  or  what- 
ever else  it  may  be — in  his  possession,  the  tenant  in  com- 
mon may  deliver  it;  but  he  will  not  pass  more  than  his  own 
moiety,  unless  it  be  by  a  sale  in  market  overt).  *'  But  it 
does  not  follow,  that)  where  one  tenant  in  common  has  dealt 
with  the  subject  to  an  extent  exceeding  his  authority, — as 
where  he  sells  out  and  out  to  a  number  of  purchasers  who 
carry  away  the  articles,"  (the  very  thing  which  the  Defend- 
ant in  the  present  case  attempts  to  let  them  do),  "  it  would 
militate  against  the  true  understanding  of  the  older  autho- 
rities to  hold  that  the  party  may  treat  that  as  a  conversioiL" 

I  have,  therefore,  the  clear  authority  of  Mr.  Justice  MauU, 
that,  in  a  case  such  as  that  now  before  mfe,  trover  would  lie, 
unless  the  attempted  sale  could  be  supported  upon  the 
ground  of  what  is  laid  down  in  Fox  v.  HaTibui^  (a).  The 
Defendant  has  attempted  to  sell  in  market  overt:  had  she 
succeeded  the  title  would  have  been  changed,  there  would 
have  been  a  tortious  conversion,  and  the  Plaintiflf,  as  tenant 
in  common,  might  have  maintained  trover. 


{a)  Cowp.  44:. 
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Then  as  to  Fox  v.  Hanbury,  it  appears  to  me,  that  in  the 
argument  from  that  decision,  as  to  the  rights  of  a  solvent 
partner,  there  is  a  transparent  fallacy.  Fox  v.  Hanbury 
decided,  that,  if  one  of  two  partners  becomes  bankrupt^  the 
solvent  partner,  in  winding  up  the  affidrs  of  the  partnership, 
has  a  right  to  sell  the  partnership  property  to  pay  the  part- 
nership debts.  But  it  does  not  follow  that  this  right  can  be 
transferred  to  another.  The  solvent  partner  would  not  be 
able  to  assign  over  to  another,  as  part  of  "  all  his  right  and 
interest,"  the  power  of  sale  so  vested  in  him  for  the  payment 
of  debts.  That  power  is  a  personal  authority,  personal  to 
him  in  his  capacity  of  partner,  and  which  he  may  exercise 
in  that  capacity.  Still  less  can  it  be  inferred  from  the  autho- 
rity of  Fox  V.  Hardmry,  that  a  solvent  partner,  by  exposing 
himself,  although  perfectly  bon&  fide,  to  a  judgment,  and  al- 
lowing his  share  to  be  taken  in  execution,  can  pass  to  the 
sheriflF  any  such  power  of  selling  the  partnership  property  for 
the  purpose  of  winding  up  the  partnership  af&ir&  The  she- 
riff can  have  no  such  power  any  more  than  a  stranger  has 
such  power.  It  is  a  power  confined  to  the  partner  himself, 
which  when  exercised  bon&  fide  the  Courts  have  maintained, 
to  enable  him  to  proceed  in  winding  up  the  partnership  af- 
fairs in  due  course. 


1856. 


JvbdgmetU, 


None  of  the  authorities  which  have  been  cited  touch  the 
case  before  me.  Here  the  sheriff  has  taken  the  goods  in 
execution,  and  then  handed  over,  and  properly  handed  over, 
all  the  right  and  interest  so  seized  of  one  partner  to  the  De- 
fendant The  Defendant,  thereupon,  having  only  that  right 
and  interest  in  the  property,  advertises  the  whole  of  the  pro- 
perty for  sale  as  if  the  whole  of  it  were  her  own,  and  on  re- 
ceiving a  notice  that  such  a  proceeding  is  improper,  she 
re-asserts  her  right  to  take  such  a  proceeding.  And  if  the 
whole  property  could  have  been  sold  in  market  overt,  the 
whole  would  have  passed  to  the  purchaser,  and  the  assignees 
would  have  been  deprived  of  that  which  is  their  clear  right. 
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viz.  to  have  the  affairs  of  the  partnership  wound  up,  and  the 
property  of  the  partnership  sold,  under  the  direction  of  the 
Court. 

judffmau.  rjij^^  consequence  is,  that  the  Defendant  must  be  restrain- 
ed from  making  any  attempt  to  deliver  over  the  goods  in 
question,  and  so  displacing  the  rights  of  the  Plaintiff 

It  was  argued,  that  the  Plaintiff  has  deprived  himself  of 
any  right  he  might  otherwise  have  had  to  an  injunction,  by 
his  own  misconduct  in  violently  putting  the  Defendant  out 
of  possession.  The  conduct  of  the  Plaintiff  in  this  respect 
was  certainly  unjustifiable,  for  the  Defendant  was  as  mudi 
a  tenant  in  common  as  the  Plaintiff  and  had  as  good  a  right 
to  quiet  possession  of  her  share  as  the  Plaintiff  had  to  such 
possession  of  his.  The  Defendant,  however,  without  any  rea- 
son, insists  on  her  right  to  exclusive  possession  of  the  whole  of 
the  property,  and  the  Plaintiff  having  put  her  forcibly  out  of 
possession,  she  goes  with  her  army  to  recover  possession  of 
the  whole.  She  found  the  opposing  forces  too  strong,  and 
happily  no  conflict  took  place.  Those  who  began  such  a  state 
of  things  are  to  be  censured,  but  the  censuring  them  will  not 
prevent  the  Court  from  interfering  by  injunction  to  stop  its 
continuance.  It  is  a  main  object  of  the  exercise  of  this  ju- 
risdiction to  prevent  parties  from  going  on  in  such  a  course; 
and  it  is  plain,  that,  in  the  present  case,  the  Defendant  in- 
sists on  her  right,  and  would  deliver,  if  it  were  in  her  power 
to  do  so,  the  whole  of  the  property  to  the  purchaser.  It  is 
high  time  that  such  irregular  proceedings  should  be  stopped; 
and  whatever  question  may  arise  hereafter  in  reference  to 
the  misconduct  of  the  Plaintiff,  this  is  not  the  time  to  dis- 
cuss it  

Minute  of         Ordbr  for  an  injunction  in  terms  of  the  motion  as  ahove,  and  for 
Order,         a  I'eceiver  to  get  in  and  realise  the  copartnership  proper^. 
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KNIGHT  V.  ROBINSON.  -»«y  7<*. 

A  SPECIAL  case  under  the  13  &  1-t  Vict  c.  35.  WiU-C<m- 

nruction — 
"Securitieifor 

The  question  was,  whether  the  legal  estate  of  certain  mw^o^ 

mortgaged  hereditaments,  which  was  vested  in  one  Thomas  LegalE^ate. 

Minter  at  the  date  of  his  will,  was  effectually  devised  there-  Testator,  by 

by  under  the  term  "  securities  for  money,"  to  the  Plaintiff  g^ye  aU  his    ' 

Jam  Cathervne  Knight,  then  Minter,  and  whether  the  con-  JJ^^J^'^J^ 

currence  of  the  testator's  heir-at-law  was  necessary  to  make  household  fur- 
niture, &c., 
an  effectual  conveyance  of  the  mortgaged  premises  to  the  and  all  other 
r^  i*      1      i.  the  rest  and 

JDeienoant.  residue  of  his 

and  effects, 
By  his  will,  which  bore  date  1832,  the  testator,  after  giv-  ««t6;>rt  to  the 

ing  and  bequeathing  several  pecimiary  legacies,  gave  and  debu  and  lego' 

devised  as  follows: — "  And  as  to  all  my  money,  securities  for  J'^'^^^jf*' 

money,  household  furniture,  fixtures,  plate,  linen,  china>  o^viiniitra- 

•^  ^  Uyru,  and  a$- 

goods,  chattels,  and  all  other  the  rest  and  residue  of  my  per-  Hgnt  absolute- 
sonal  estate  and  effects  whatsoever  and  wheresoever  (subject  tJaTthe  legal 

to  the  payment  of  my  just  debts  and  funeral  and  testamen-  f"****  of  oer- 
*^  "^  .  t^^^  mortgag- 

tary  expenses,  and  the  legacies  hereinbefore  given  and  be-  ©d  heredlta- 

queathed),  I  give  and  bequeath  the  same,  and  every  part  was  rested  in 

and  parcel  thereof,  unto  my  dear  wife  Jane  Catherine  Min-  ^l  ^^  ^/ws 

ter,  her  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns  absolutely."  ^^»  passed 
rm  •        1   <i  •        •  /•  1  I  undertheterm 

The  testator  appomted  his  wife  and  two  others  executrix  "  securities 

and  executors  of  his  will     The  will  contained  no  devise  suf-  i^dThat^the 

ficient  to  pass  estates  of  inheritance  vested  in  the  testator  as  ^5  ♦^"'te^to^ 

mortgagee,  unless  the  devise  and  bequest  in  favour  of  his  tor'a  teir  was 

not  necessary 

wife  were  sufficient  in  law  for  that  purpose.  to  make  an 

effectual  con- 
veyance of  the 

mortgaged 

premises  to  a 
purchaser. 

Mr.  Fooks  for  the  Plaintiff.  Oalliers  v. 

ifoM,  (9B.  & 
C.  267),  must 
be  treated  as  overruled  by  subsequent  decisions. 
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Argument. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

The  legal  estate  in  the  mortgaged  hereditaments  passed 
by  the  words  "  securities  for  money."  The  rule  now  is,  that 
those  words,  like  the  word  "  mortgages,"  and  similar  expres- 
sions, will  comprise  the  entire  benefit  of  the  mortgaged 
security,  including  the  inheritance  in  the  lands,  unless  a  con- 
trary intention  appears  by  the  context;  and  that  the  fact  of 
such  words  being  found  among  terms  descriptive  exclusively 
of  personal  estate,  and  followed  by  a  limitation  to  executors 
and  administrators  only,  and  not  to  heirs,  will  not  affect  the 
construction:  the  broad  principle  being,  that  the  testator 
meant  to  substitute  the  object  of  his  bounty  in  his  own  place 
as  mortgagee,  and  to  enable  him  to  enforce  payment  of  the 
mortgage  money,  by  giving  him  the  legal  estate  in  the 
mortgaged  lands:  Renvoize  v.  Cooper  (a),  In  re  King's 
Mortgage  (6),  In  re  Field's  Mortgage  (c),  In  re  Walker's 
Estate  (<Z),  and  Mr.  Jarmjan's  Treatise  on  Wills,  2nd  edit, 
pp.  597 — 601,  and  the  cases  there  cited. 


Mr.  0.  Z.  Russell  for  the  Defendant,  who  had  contracted 
to  purchase  the  estate : — 

The  legal  estate  did  not  pass  to  the  Plaintiff  by  virtue  of 
the  testator's  will;  and  the  Plaintiff  cannot,  either  alone  or 
with  her  co-executors,  make  an  effectual  conveyance  to  the 
Defendant  of  the  mortgaged  hereditaments  without  the  con- 
currence of  the  testator's  heir-at-law. 

The  rule  is,  that  the  construction  to  be  put  upon  the 
term  "  securities  for  money  "  must  in  all  cases  depend  upon 
the  intention  of  the  testator;  but  such  intention  is  to  be 
gathered  from  the  whole  of  his  will ;  and  if  in  his  will  he  has 
not  shewn  an  intention  to  pass  the  real  estate,  the  Court 
cannot  do   what  the  testator  has  not  done :  Galliers  v. 


(a)  6  Madd.  371. 
(6)  6  De  G.  &  S.  644. 


(e)  9  Hare,  414. 

(cO  30  L.  J.,  Clmiic,  675. 


CASES  IN  GHANCERY. 

M068  (a),  and  Doe  d.  Roylance  v.  Lightfaot(b),  following 
Silvester  v.  Jarman  (c). 

[The  Vice-Chancellor. — Vice-Chancellor  Parker,  in  Re 
King's  Mortgage,  said,  that  Oalliers  v.  Jfo««  must  be  con- 
sidered to  have  been  overruled  by  the  subsequent  decisions.] 
Doe  d.  Roylance  v.  Lightfoot  was  not  cited  before  Vice- 
Chancellor  Parker,  [The  ViCE-C  B ancellob. — In  that  case 
the  words  "  securities  for  money "  were  not  found  in  the 
will.  Then  Doe  d  Chiest  v.  Bennett  (d)  is  against  you.] 
There  the  testator  shewed  he  was  contemplating  moneys 
secured  on  mortgage,  and  the  same  remark  applies  to  In  re 
Field's  Mortgage. 

I  rely  on  this:  first,  that  the  testator  in  making  this  be- 
quest intended  to  give  personal  estate  only,  for,  after  giving 
these  "  securities  for  money,"  he  adds,  "  and  all  other  the 
rest  and  residue  of  my  persoTial  estate  and  effects."  Se- 
condly, he  has  given  such  securities  for  money  "  subject  to 
the  payment  of  his  debts  and  legacies," — a  circumstance 
which  always  rebuts  the  presumption  that  a  testator  intend- 
ed to  pass  mortgage  or  trust  estates  by  a  general  devise, 
since,  to  hold  otherwise,  would  be  to  throw  such  debts  and 
legacies  upon  the  mere  dry,  naked  trust  And  thirdly,  the 
gift  is  to  the  Plaintiff,  her  executors,  and  administrators,  her 
heirs  not  being  mentioned. 

[He  cited  also  In  re  HorsfaU  (e).] 

A  reply  was  not  heard. 
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(a)  9  B.  &  C.  267. 
(6)  8M.  &W.553. 
(c)  10  Price,  78. 


(d)  6  Exch.  892. 

(e)  M*C1.  &  Y.  292. 


606  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

Vicb-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood: — 

It  appears  to  me,  that  the  view  taken  by  Vice-Chancellor 
Parker  in  Re  King's  Mortgage  (a),  is  founded  both  upon 
Judgment,  principle  and  authority.  The  only  distinction  between  that 
case  and  the  present  is,  that,  in  the  former,  the  gift  was  to 
the  testator's  wife,  "  she  paying  thereout "  all  the  testator's 
debts,  while  here  the  gift  is  "  subject  to  the  payment  of"  the 
testator's  debts  and  legacies. 

It  is  perfectly  true,  that,  where  there  is  a  general  devise 
of  all  a  testator's  real,  or  of  all  his  real  and  personal  estate 
subject  to  debts,  or  to  debts  and  legacies,  there,  as  in  Doe 
d.  Roylance  v.  Lightfoot  (6),  a  dry  legal  estate  in  mortgage 
and  trust  estates  will  be  held  not  to  pass,  because,  to  hold 
the  contmry,  would  be,  quoad  such  estates,  to  throw  the 
debts,  or  debts  and  legacies,  upon  a  mere  dry  and  naked 
trust  estate.  But  when^  as  here,  you  get  words  such  as  **  se- 
curities for  money,"  then  the  observation  of  Sir  John  Leach 
in  Menvoize  v.  Cooper  (c),  cited  by  Vice-Chancellor  Parker 
in  Re  King's  Mortgage  {d),  applies:  "  I  am  of  opinion," 
Sir  J.  Leach  says,  "  that  the  mortgaged  fee  will  pass  to  the 
wife  by  the  subsequent  gift  of  mortgages  and  other  securi- 
ties for  money,  though  coupled  with  personal  property.  In 
substance,  money  secured  by  a  mortgage  in  fee  is  personal 
property,  and  a  gift  of  a  mortgage  security  for  money  is 
a  gift  of  all  the  testatoi*'s  interest  in  the  money  and  secu- 
rity, a/nd  will  therefore  pass  the  fee."  So  in  Doe  d.  Chiest 
V.  Bennett  (e),  where  the  will  contained  a  direction  that  the 
testator's  wife  was  to  receive  "  all  moneys  upon  mortgages," 
it  was  held,  that  the  wife  took  the  legal  estate  in  the  mort- 
gage in  fee,  and  for  this  reason,  viz.  that  unless  such  were 
the  case  she  could  get  nothing.     "  It  must  be  assumed,"  said 


(a)  5  De  G.  &  S.  646. 
(6)8M.  &W.553. 
(r)  6  Madd.  373. 


(d)  5  De  G.  &  S.  647. 
(c)  6  Exch.  892. 


(JASES  IN  OHANCBRY. 
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Parke,  B.,  *'  that  the  testator  intended  the  wife  to  receive 
the  money,  and  to  possess  all  the  powers  necessary  for  the 
purpose  of  recovering  it;  and  therefore  she  is  entitled  to 
bring  ejectment  for  that  purpose."  In  £ict,  in  all  these 
cases,  the  testator  has  not  given  the  benefit  of  the  security 
unless  he  has  given  the  legal  estate.  And  to  hold  that  he 
has  given  the  legal  estate  in  a  case  where,  as  here,  he  has 
given  the  security  subject  to  the  payment  of  his  debts,  is 
not  to  throw  such  debts  upon  a  mere  dry  trust  estate, 
because  the  donee  can  pay  such  debts  out  of  the  moneys 
recoverable  upon  the  security.  Therefore,  in  my  opinion,  the 
circumstance  of  this  gift  being  subject  to  the  payment  of 
the  testator's  debts  and  legacies,  does  not  make  against 
the  construction  for  which  the  Plaintiff  contends. 


1858. 


JudnfmcKt, 


The  strongest  argument  urged  against  that  construction 
was  that  which  was  founded  upon  the  circumstance  of  the 
enumeration  of  the  securities  and  other  subject-matters  of 
this  gift  being  followed  by  the  words — "  and  all  other  the 
rest  and  residue  of  my  personal  estate  and  effects,''  which 
point,  it  was  said,  to  the  inference  that  bonds,  and  other  secu- 
rities short  of  the  legal  estate  in  a  mortgage  in  fee,  were  exclu- 
sively intended  by  the  testator.  In  answer  to  that,  I  refer  to 
what  Vice-Chancellor  Parker  says  in  Re  King's  Mortgage: 
**  It  has  been  said,  that  the  words  '  securities  for  money '  in 
this  will  were  placed  among  words  relating  to  personal  es- 
tate ;  but  that  is  the  place  ia  the  will  in  which  they  might 
be  expected  to  be  found,  the  mortgage  money  being  in  fact 
personal  estate." 

Here  it  is  impossible  to  say  that  the  Plaintiff  does  not 
take  the  beneficial  interest  Therefore,  I  think  she  takes 
the  legal  estate,  because  that  is  the  only  means  of  effectuat- 
ing the  testator's  intention. 


I  agree  with  Vioe-Chancellor  Parker ,  that  OaUiers  v. 
VOL.  IL  LL  K.  J. 
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CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

Jf  088  (a)  must  be  treated  as  overruled  by  the  subsequent 
dedsions.  I  also  concur  in  what  he  says  (b),  that  it  cannot 
be  reconciled  with  Ex  parte  Barber  (c)  or  Mather  v.  Tho- 
mas (d). 

It  appears  to  me,  that  it  would  be  "  throwing  the  law 
bacV  as  yice-Chancellor  Parker  expressed  it^  if  I  held« 
that^  in  this  case,  the  legal  estate  in  the  mortgage  in  fee 
did  not  pass  by  the  words  '*  securities  for  money.'' 


Mr.  Fooka  called  his  Honor's  attention  to  the  fad,  that^ 
in  Inre  WaVcer'a  Estate,  the  will  contained  the  words  **and 
all  other  my  personal  estate  and  effects  "  in  context  simikr 
to  the  present 


MimUeqf 


Dbclabe,  that  the  legal  eatate  of  the  mortgaged  hereditamenti^ 
which  was  veeted  in  the  testator  at  the  date  of  his  will,  was  eflfoetii- 
ally  devised  thereby  under  the  term  '*  securities  for  money"  to  the 
Plaintiff  «/a7M  Catherine  KnigJU,  then  Minter;  and  that  the  ocmcur- 
rence  of  the  heir-at-law  of  the  testator  is  not  necessary  to  make  aa 
effectual  conveyance  of  the  mortgaged  premises  to  the  Defendant 


(a)  9  B.  &  C.  267. 
(6)  6  De  G.  <&  a  647. 


(c)  5  Sim.  461. 

(d)  6  Sim.  115;  and  see  lOBing.44 
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BLAQRAVE  v.  ROUTE.  Apta  28tA  ^ 

29<A. 

j5Y  an  indenture  of  mortgage,  dated  March,  1848,  and  SoUcitwani 

made  between  Anthony  Blagrave  (the  fiither  of  the  Plain-  rUvfor  Ootu 

tiflp),  of  the  first  part,  the  Plaintiflf /oAw  Hmry  Blagrace,  of  '^^J^j.f^ 

the  second  part,  and  the  Defendant  of  the  third  part,  An-  open  Aceownu 

thony  Blagrave  and  the  Plaintiff,  in  order  to  secure  to  the  Avenneiuf^ 

Defendant,  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  the  re-  ^^  ^^^ 

payment  of  2542t  78.  lid,  therein  expressed  to  be  due  and  "i^e  a  aecuri- 

ty  for  a  sum 

owing  from  Anthony  Blagrave  and  the  Plaintiff  to  the  De-  therein  ex- 
fendant,  with  interest  at  5L  per  cent,  conveyed  and  assured  ^^^  but  which 
certain  manors  and  hereditaments  in  the  counties  otSomer-  "^  in  feet  the 

estimated 

set  and  Berks,  to  the  Defendant,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  sub-  amount  of  p^t 

•  •^1*  1JY  costs  in  a  suit. 

ject  to  a  proviso  for  redemption  on  payment  by  Anthony  executed  by  a 
Blagrave  and  the  Plaintiff,  or  either  of  them,  their  or  either  ^^^^n^ 
of  their  heirs,  executors,  or  administrators,  to  the  Defendant  ^®n  solicitor 

pending  the 

of  the  sum  of  25422.  Ts,  lid,  and  interest  suit,  and  with- 

out the  inter- 
vention of  an- 

On  the  indenture  was  indorsed  a  memorandum,  sicmed  by  ^^^  legal  «d- 

®  ''    Tiser,  dismisB- 

the  Defendant,  in  these  words : — "  Memorandum,  that  the  ed  with  costs; 

interest  which  shall  accrue  during  the  life  of  Colonel  John  evidenoecf  ^ 

Blagrave  shall  not  be  required  to  be  paid  until  six  months  ^^5^^^^, 

after  his  decease."  ^^^^  op  the 

part  of  the  so- 
licitor, and  no 
On  the  19th  of  May,  1854,  the  Plaintiff  filed  his  bill  to  evidence  or 

set  aside  this  indenture,  and  three  other  securities  in  the  any  specific 

biUmeotionecL  m'J^c^; 

and  it  appear- 
ing that  the  Defendant  bad  delivered  the  biU  of  costs  at  the  time  agreed  on  between  him  and 
the  Plaintiff,  and  five  years  and  a-half  before  bill  filed,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  had  had  ample 
opportunity  for  dlscoveriug  the  errors,  if  any. 

The  proposition  in  Lawless  v.  Mannfidd  (1  Dr.  &  W.  611),  that  a  general  c^.axl^e  is  suffi- 
•eient  to  open  accounts  between  a  solicitor  and  his  client,  is  in  conflict  with  the  rule  of  the 
Court  of  Chancery  in  England,  which  is,  that,  if  the  party  seekiDg  to  set  aside  a  security  for 
ihe  amount  of  a  bill  of  costs  relies  on  fraud,  or  error  amounting  to  evidence  of  fraud,  in  the 
bill  of  costs,  he  must  aver  and  prove  the  specific  items,  upon  which  he  means  to  rely,  to  be 
fraudulent  or  erroneous. 

L  l2 
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The  bill  contained  the  following  amongst  other  aver- 
ments:— ^That  the  2542Z.  7s.  lid,  was  wholly  made  up  of 
bills  of  costs,  and  such  costs  were  incurred  in  the  prosecu- 
tion of  certain  suits  in  this  Court,  and  such  bills  of  costs 
have  never  been  taxed,  and  were  not  delivered  to  the  Plain- 
iiS,  or  submitted  to  him,  until  long  after  the  execution  of 
the  indenture  of  March,  1848;  and  no  account,  shewing  how 
the  full  amount  of  the  254!2{.  7^.  lid.  was  pretended  by  the 
Defendant  to  be  made  up,  has  ever  been  delivered  to  the 
Plaintiff;  and  the  2542Z.  78.  lid.  expressed  in  the  security 
of  March,  1848,  was  professedly  only  an  estimated  sunu 
That  the  Plaintiff  executed  the  several  securities  without 
further  professional  assistance  than  that  of  the  Defendant^ 
and  was  induced  so  to  execute  them,  partly  from  the  confi* 
dence  he  placed  in  the  Defendant  as  his  solicitor,  whidi 
confidence  he  has  since  found  was  wholly  abused,  and  partly 
under  the  pressure  which  the  Defendant  exercised  over  the 
Plaintiff,  owing  to  the  then  embarrassed  state  of  the  Plain- 
tiff's affairs.  That  the  Defendant  became  the  solicitor  of  the 
VlaintiS  Antlvony  Blagrave  in  the  year  1844,  and  continued 
without  intermission  to  be  such  solicitor  up  to  the  month 
of  August,  1852,  and  at  the  times  when  the  several  securi- 
ties were  severally  prepared  and  executed  That  the  seve- 
ral securities  were  all  prepared  by  the  Defendant  while  he 
was  the  solicitor  of  the  Plaintiff;  and  the  same  were  not^  nor 
was  either  of  them,  or  any  draft  of  either  of  them,  submit 
ted  to  or  perused  by  any  counsel,  solicitor,  or  other  profes- 
sional adviser  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff  and  Anthony  JBlor 
grave,  or  either  of  them.  That  the  Defendant  brought  the 
indenture  of  March,  1 848,  ready  engrossed,  to  the  residence 
of  the  Plaintiff  in  Somersetshire,  for  execution,  and  suc- 
ceeded in  obtaining  the  signature  of  the  Plaintiff  thereto  by 
pressmre.  [As  evidence  of  such  pressure,  the  bill  contained  an 
averment,  not  supported  by  the  evidence,  that  the  Defend- 
ant prevented  the  Plaintiff  from  obtaining  an  annuity  which 
he  was  negotiating  to  obtain  from  another  client  for  the 
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TlaintifT,  and  which  the  bill  averred  to  have  been  then  of 
vital  importance  to  the  PlaintiflF,  owing  to  his  embarrassed 
circumstances,  until  the  mortgage  of  March,  1 848,  was  exe- 
cuted.] That  the  whole  of  the  sum  purporting  to  form  the 
consideration*  for  the  security  of  March,  1848,  was  for  bills 
of  costs,  a  large  portion  of  which  costs  was  unnecessarily  and 
improperly  incurred.  That,  by  reason  of  the  absence  of 
dates  in  the  accounts  and  bills  of  costs  furnished  by  the  De- 
fendant to  the  Plaintiff,  and  by  reason  that  no  complete 
accounts  or  bills  of  costs  have  ever  yet  been  furnished  by 
the  Defendant  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  by  reason  that  the 
accounts  and  bills  of  costs  purporting  to  form  the  respective 
considerations  for  the  said  several  securities  are  all  inter- 
woven, the  Plaintiff  is  wholly  unable  to  ascertain  the  amount 
properly  due  to  the  Defendant,  or  the  full  amount  of  the 
errors  in  the  said  accounts;  and  he  submits,  that  the  whole 
of  such  accounts  ought  to  be  made  out  in  one  continued  se- 
ries, with  proper  dates  thereto :  and  that,  for  the  reasons 
herein  appearing,  the  Defendant  ought  to  be  compelled  to 
verify  the  items  in  the  same  accounts,  and  that  the  Plaintiff 
ought  to  be  at  liberty  to  surcharge  and  falsify  the  same  ao- 
counta  The  Defendant  pretends  that  a  large  portion  of  the 
consideration  expressed  in  the  indenture  of  March,' 1848, 
was  for  moneys  paid  by  the  Defendant  to  one  Mr.  Weat- 
macott  for  bills  of  costs  due  to  him  from  the  Plaintiff,  and 
that  such  bills  of  costs  ought  not  therefore  to  be  taxed; 
whereas,  the  Plaintiff  shews  that  Mr.  Westmacott  was  the 
agent  of  the  Defendant  in  carrying  on  Chancery  business 
for  the  Defendant,  and  that  all  the  said  bills  of  costs  were 
and  are  the  Defendant's  bills  of  costa 


1856. 


Staiemtiif. 


The  bill  averred,  that,  in  the  year  1864,  and  in  reference 
to  the  proceedings  in  a  suit  for  foreclosure  instituted  by  the 
Defendant  against  the  Plaintiff  in  respect  of  the  three  secu- 
rities other  than  that  of  March,  1848,  the  Plaintiff  had 
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caused  the  accounts  rendered  to  him  by  the  Defendant  of 
his  receipts  and  payments  on  account  of  the  Plaintiff  and 
Anthony  Blagrave  to  be  investigated;  and  that  it  was 
thereupon  discovered,  and  it  was  the  fact^  that  such  acooonts 
were  most  irregularly  made  out,  and  that  the  balances  theie- 
by  shewn  were  untrue. 

The  bill  averred  several  specific  instances  of  what  it  al- 
leged to  be  erroneous  and  improper  chaises  in  the  bills  of 
costs,  for  the  balance  of  which  the  last-mentioned  securities 
yrere  given;  but  it  did  not  aver  any  specific  instance  of  an 
erroneous  or  improper  charge  in  the  bills  of  costs  for  the 
amount  of  which  the  security  of  March,  1848,  was  given. 

The  bill  contained  other  averments  applicable  exdusivdy 
to  the  securities  other  than  that  of  March,  1848. 


The  bill  prayed,  that  an  account  might  be  taken  of  the 
just  and  true  considerations  received  by  the  Plaintiff  firom 
the  Defendant  for  the  said  several  securities;  that^  for  the 
purpose  of  ascertaining  such  considerations,  the  Defendant 
might  be  directed,  notwithstanding  any  settlement  of  ac- 
counts, and  notwithstanding  any  agreement  as  to  the  amount 
due  firom  the  Plaintiff  to  the  Defendant,  to  prove  by  evi- 
dence the  actual  sums  advanced  in  respect  of  any  items 
which  might  be  disputed  in  the  accoimts ;  that  the  bills  of 
costs  forming  the  considerations  of  the  securities^  notwith- 
standing any  agreement  as  to  their  amoimt^  might  be  taied; 
that  the  Plaintiff  might  be  at  liberty  to  surcharge  and  figJaiff 
the  accounts;  that  all  errors,  as  well  those  specified  as 
those  not  specified,  in  the  bill,  and  all  sums  which  upon 
taxing  the  costs  should  be  disallowed,  might  be  deducted 
fix)m  the  consideration  expressed  in  the  indenture  of  Mardb, 
1848 ;  that  the  last-mentioned  indenture  might  stand  only  as 
a  seciurity  for  such  an  amount  as  on  taking  the  said  accounts 
and  taxing  the  said  costs  should,  after  deducting  sums  to 
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be  allowed  the  Plaintiff  as  cash  credits,  be  found  to  be  &irly 

due  from  the  Plaintiff  to  the  Defendant,  or,  at  any  rate,  that 

such  indenture,  when  it  should  come  into  effect,  might  be 

declared  to  be  a  security  for  such  sum  only  as  should  be 

found  fairly  due  thereimder  after  the  taxation  of  the  said 

costs;  and  that^  if  necessary,  a  general  accoimt  might  be 

taken  between  the  Plaintiff  and  the  Defendant  in  respect  of 

their  money  dealings  and  transactions. 

1854. 
The  Defendant  demurred.    The  demurrer  was  arguedi  and  ^JtUyi^th. 

was  allowed  so  far  as  it  sought  to  set  aside  the  securities  other 
than  that  of  March,  1848,  chiefly  on  the  ground  that  it  ap* 
peared  by  the  bill,  that,  by  the  decree  made  in  the  fore- 
closure suit  instituted  by  the  Defendant  against  the  Plaintiff 
those  securities  were  established,  and  that  the  bill,  in  effect^ 
sought  to  re-open  the  whole  of  that  decree. 

In  reference  to  the  security  of  March,  ISiS,  it  was  in  evi- 
dence that  the  Defendant^  when  that  security  was  given, 
was  acting  as  the  Plaintiff's  soUcitor  in  suits  then  pending; 
that,  before  the  Plaintiff  executed  that  security,  the  Defend- 
ant submitted  to  him  an  estimate  of  what  was  then  due  to 
Westmacott,  the  Defendant's  town  agent  in  the  Plaintiff's  • 
business,  and  to  the  Defendant  himself  in  round  sums, 
amounting  together  to  the  simi  of  2542!.  78.  lid, ;  that  the 
latter  sum  was  agreed  to  by  the  Plaintiff  as  an  estimated 
charge,  the  Defendant  undertaking  to  furnish  him  in  the  en- 
suing long  Vacation  with  the  bills  of  costs,  by  which  that 
charge  would  be  made  out;  that,  upon  this  footing,  the 
Plaintiff  executed  the  indenture  of  March,  ISIS;  that,  in 
October,  1S4S,  bills  of  costs  were  delivered  by  the  Defendant 
pursuant  to  his  undertaking;  and  that  it  appeared  by  such 
bills  of  costs  that  the  estimate  of  Westrruicott'a  bill  exceeded 
the  amount  shewn  by  his  bill  of  costs  by  a  sum  of  lOZ., 
while,  on  the  other  hand,  the  Defendant's  charges  which  had 
been  estimated  at  7352.  58.  5d.  were  shewn  by  the  bill  of 
costs  to  have  in  fact  amounted  to  8542. 
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It  wa8  also  in  evidence,  that^  in  August^  1852,  the  Flain^ 
tiff  changed  his  solicitor;  that,  in  December,  1852,  the 
Plaintiff  applied  to  the  Court  to  have  all  papers,  voucher^ 
and  documents  in  the  Defendant's  possession  relating  to  his 
affairs  delivered  up,  and  obtained  an  order  for  that  purpose^ 
and  also  for  the  taxation  of  all  the  Defendant's  bills  of  costs 
except  those  included  in  the  security  of  March,  1848 ;  sudi 
order  being  made  without  prejudice  to  any  question  as  to 
the  Plaintiff  s  rights  in  respect  of  the  costs  for  which  the 
latter  security  was  given. 


By  an  affidavit  filed  after  the  time  aHowed  fer  that  pap- 
pose, the  Plaintiff  attempted  ta  shew  specifi[c  instauees  <tf 
erroneous  chaiges,  amoimting  in  the  whole  to  302L 

The  cause  now  came  on  to  be  heard 


Afffwumi.         Mr.  JKoft,  Q.  a,  and  Mr.  CoUrM,  for  the  Plaintiff:— 


The  Defendant,  when  he  obtained  this  security  firom  tfae 
Plaintiff,  was  the  Plaintiff's  solicitor,  acting  as  such  in  a  suit 
then  pending.  The  Plaintiff  had  no  other  l^al  adviser.  No 
draft  of  the  security  was  sent  for  the  Plaintiff's  approval,  h# 
saw  nothing  but  the  engrossed  deed  sent  to  him  for  ezecur 
tion ;  the  sum  secured  was  the  alleged  amount  of  bills  of 
costs  which  had  never  beea  in  any  way  submitted  for  his 
consideration;  the  Plaintiff  was  in  embarrassed  circumstaii^ 
ces ;  and  if  the  Defendant  did  not  prevent  his  obtaining  the 
annuity  until  the  Plaintiff  had  executed  the  deed,  he  at 
least  took  advantage  of  the  Plaintiff's  embarrassed  drcum* 
stances,  and  of  the  pendency  of  the  Plaintiff's  suit^  to  extort 
from  him  this  security. 

Actual  pressure,  according  to  Lord  Cottenham  in  fforlock 
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V.  Smith  (a),  is  suflScient  ground  for  re-opening  any  transac- 
tion of  this  nature  between  a  solicitor  and  his  client;  and 
here,  if  the  evidence  does  not  amount  to  actual  pressure, 
which  we  submit  that  it  does,  the  circumstances  are  at  least 
such  that  the  Court  must  infer  pressura  According  to  Sir 
/.  Leach  in  Howell  v.  Edmunds  (6),  pressure  will  be  infer- 
red from  the  mere  circumstance  that  the  suit  is  pending,  and 
a  bill  paid  pending  the  suit  will  be  re-opened. 


1856. 
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It  will  be  said,  that  the  Plaintiff  ought  to  have  averred 
specific  instances  of  errors  in  the  accounts  for  the  alleged 
amoimt  of  which  this  security  was  given;  but  that  was  not 
necessary.  The  authorities  prove  that  a  general  charge  is 
sufficient ;  and  that,  as  between  a  solicitor  and  his  client,  the 
accounts  of  the  former,  though  he  may  have  securities,  must 
be  vouched,  and  the  items  in  the  accotmt  proved  by  receipts 
and  evidence  independently  of  the  instruments:  per  Lord 
St.  Leonards  in  Lawless  v.  Mansfield  (c),  where  this  is 
stated  as  the  result  of  numerous  authorities  there  examined. 

Mr.  JaTnes,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Cai/ms,  for  the  Defendant^  were 
directed  by  the  Vice-Chancellor  to  confine  their  defence  to 
the  proposition  of  law  laid  down  by  Lord  St  Leonards  in 
Lawless  v.  Mansfield, 

They  relied  on  the  rule  as  laid  down  by  Lord  Cottenham^ 
that  there  must  be  not  only  allegation  but  proof  of  such  er- 
rors and  improper  charges  in  the  bills  of  costs  as  amount  to 
evidence  of  fraud :  per  Lord  Cottenha/nv,  C,  in  Waters  v.  Tay- 
lor  {d) ;  and  that  general  allegations  are  not  sufficient  The 
Plaintiff  must  point  out  the  specific  items  on  which  he  means 
to  rely, — must  state  and  prove  certain  specific  items  in  the 
accounts  to  have  been  grossly  improper  charges:  Horlock  v. 


(a)  2  My.  &  Cr.  618. 
(6)  4  Bass.  67. 


(c)  1  Dr.  &  W.  611. 

(d)  2  My.  &  Cr.  666. 
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Smith  (a).    [They  cited  also  Edwards  v.  Meyrick  (b).  In  re 
Thompa(m(c),Stedman  v.  CoUett  (d),  and  In  re  Harries  («).] 

[The  Vicb-Chancellor.— But  for  Lardess  v.  Mansfidd 
I  should  not  have  entertained  a  doubt  upon  the  point] 


That  is  not  a  dedsionof  theCourtof  Chanoeiyin^Sn^Ian^I; 
and  a  decision  of  the  Court  in  Irela/nd,  if  opposed  to  the 
authority  of  this  Courts  is  not  entitled  to  more  weight  than 
would  belong  to  any  foreign  court 

If  that  rule  were  law,  a  client  would  have  nothing  to  do 
but  to  make  a  general  averment  of  improper  chai^ges,  with- 
out specifying  a  single  item  answering  that  description,  and 
would  then  be  at  liberty,  at  any  distance  of  time,  to  surprise 
the  Defendant  with  particulars  which  he  had  kept  back, 
and  which  the  Defendant  could  have  no  conception  be 
would  have  to  meet 

[The  Vicb-Chancellor — ^The  Plaintiff  cannot  possibly 
ask  more  than  an  inquiry.] 

But  an  inquiry  would  be  the  whole  case.  Besides,  the 
Defendant  has  no  materials  for  making  out  his  case.  He 
has  delivered  every  voucher,  every  paper,  to  the  Plaintiff 

Mr.  jRott,  Q.  C,  in  reply: — 

The  Defendant  occupied  a  fiduciaiy  position  in  relaticm 
to  the  Plaintiff  when  this  security  was  given,  and,  as  in 
cases  between  parents  and  children,  and  guardians  and 
wards,  having  obtained  a  benefit  while  the  relation  lasted, 
the  onus  is  upon  him  to  shew  that  he  gave  full  consideration. 


(a)  2  My.  &  Cr.  495. 
(6)  2  Hare,  60. 
(c)  8  Beav.  237. 


(d)  18  Jut.  457. 

(e)  13  M.  &  W.  a 
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In  such  cases,  the  party  impeaching  the  transaction  cannot 
be  charged  with  delay :  Baker  v.  Bradley  (a). 

He  relied  on  Lawless  v.  Mamsfidd. 

[The  Vice-Chancellor — It  appears  to  me,  that^  if  what 
you  rely  on  in  that  case  is  law,  it  must  follow  that  no  soli* 
citor  can  ever  safely  take  a  bond  or  mortgage  from  his  cli- 
ent] 

It  must  follow  that  no  solicitor  can  safely  take  such 
bond  or  mortgage  until  he  has  transferred  his  client  to  an- 
other legal  adviser.  But  that  is  all  that  Lawless  v.  Mans- 
field requires.  In  Horlock  v.  Smith  the  suit  was  ended,  the 
client  dead,  a  new  solicitor  intervened.  In  such  a  case  Lord 
St,  Leonards  would  have  concurred  with  Lord  Cottenham, 
in  holding  the  rule  to  be  as  there  laid  down  by  the  latter 
Judga  Here,  the  security  was  taken  pending  the  suit,  and 
without  the  intervention  of  any  other  legal  adviser. 
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ViCB-CHANcaELLOB  SiB  W.  Pagk  Wood: — 

I  cannot  regret  that  this  case  has  been  ftdly  argued,  and 
that  I  have  twice  had  the  advantage  of  hearing  everything 
which  it  was  possible  to  urge  in  support  of  the  Plaintiff's 
claim.  Some  of  the  propositions  laid  down  by  Lord  St, 
Leonards,  as  Lord  Chancellor  of  Ireland,  in  Lawless  v. 
Mam^fi^dd  (b),  were  so  broadly  stated,  and  appeared  so 
much  at  variance  with  what  I  had  supposed  to  be  the  set- 
tled rule  of  this  Court  ever  since  Lord  CoUenha/m's  decision 
in  Waters  v.  Taylor  (c),  decided  some  three  or  four  years 
previously, — while  at  the  same  time  they  proceeded  from 
a  Judge  of  the  highest  possible  eminence,  who  carefully  con- 

(a)  25  L.  J.,  N.  S.,  (Chanc.)  6.  (h)  1  Dr.  &  W.  557. 

(c)  2  My.  &  Or.  52C 
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sidered  the  law  he  was  laying  down, — ^that  I  was  anxious  to 
have  the  principles  of  both  decisions  fully  sifted  and  inves- 
tigated. The  result  has  been  to  confirm  me  in  the  conclu- 
sion, that  there  is  a  broad  differ^ice  between  the  principles 
of  the  decisions  to  which  I  have  referred.  Having  come  to 
that  conclusion,  it  is  not  competent  to  me  to  say  which  of 
the  learned  Judges  I  prefer  to  follow  as  an  authority,  since 
I  am  in  fact  boimd  by  the  authority  of  the  one  Judge,  and 
I  am  not  bound  by  that  of  the  other. 

The  bill  originally  attempted  to  set  aside  four  several  se* 
curitiea  A  demurrer  was  allowed  with  reference  to  three 
of  those  securities,  and  the  only  one  now  in  question  is  that 
of  March.  1848. 


[The  Vicb-Chancellob  read  the  averments  of  the  bill  as 
stated,  and  in  so  doing  took  special  notice  of  the  circum- 
stance that,  notwithstanding  it  appeared  by  the  bill  that 
long  before  the  bill  was  filed,  and  at  a  time  when  the  Plain- 
tiff was  opposed  to  the  Defendant  in  a  suit  of  the  most  hos- 
tile nature,  the  Plaintiff  had  caused  all  the  accounts  rendered 
to  him  by  the  Defendant  of  his  receipts  and  payments  to  be 
investigated,  the  bill  did  not  aver  a  single  specific  instance 
of  a  firaudulent  or  improper  charge  in  the  bills  of  costs  se- 
cured by  the  indenture  of  March,  1848,  although  it  averred 
several  of  such  instances  in  reference  to  the  accounts  for 
which  the  other  securities  were  given.] 

In  reference  to  attempts  of  this  nature  to  set  aside  secu- 
rities given  by  a  client  to  his  solicitor.  Lord  Cottenhoum  has 
laid  down,  with  great  deamess  and  precision,  the  ground  on 
which  all  such  attempts  must  rest  "  The  attempt,'*  he  say8» 
in  reference  to  that  in  Waters  v.  Taylor,  "  was  not  support- 
ed by  that  which  alone  could  give  it  any  title  to  succesBi 
viz.  allegation  and  proof  of  such  dealings  between  the  soli- 
citors and  the  client,  or  of  such  errors  and  improper  charges 
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as  could  amount  to  evidence  of  fraud  "  (a).  The  PlaintifiF 
must  shew  one  of  two  things:  either  fraudulent  dealing  on 
the  part  of  the  solicitor  in  the  concoction  and  obtaining  of 
the  security;  or  else  error,  amounting  to  evidence  of  frauds 
in  the  charges  which  are  made  the  foundation  of  the  secu- 
rity. One  or  other  of  these  two  things  the  Plaintiff  must 
allege  wndprom. 

In  the  present  case,  the  Plaintiff  has  attempted  to  shew 
improper  dealing  employed  by  the  Defendant  in  obtaining 
the  security;  but  of  fruud  or  error  in  the  charges  which  were 
made  the  foimdation  of  the  security,  there  is  not  throughout 
the  bill,  notwithstanding  many  general  allegations  on  the 
subject,  any  attempt  to  aver  one  single  specific  instanca 
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He  has  attempted,  however,  to  shew  improper  dealing  in 
obtaining  the  instrument  He  says,  first,  the  Defendant 
was  his  solicitor,  acting  as  such  in  suits  which  were  still 
pending  when  the  security  was  given;  secondly,  that  the  De- 
fendant obtained  the  security  by  actual  pressure,  which,  it 
was  argued,  is  a  groimd  on  which  Lord  CoUenliaTa  agreed 
with  Sir  John  Leach,  that  a  security  woidd  be  re-opened; 
thirdly,  he  says,  he  had  no  other  legal  adviser  when  the  se- 
curity was  obtained,  no  draft  of  it  was  sent  for  his  approval, 
he  saw  nothing  but  the  engrossment,  and  the  amoimt  waa 
for  bills  of  costs  which  had  never  been  submitted  in  any 
way  for  his  consideration. 

As  to  the  first  pointy  it  is  admitted,  that^  when  the  secu- 
rity was  given,  the  Defendant  was  acting  as  the  Plaintiff's 
solicitor  in  suits  then  pending.  But  that  circumstance,  taken 
alone,  is  not  a  sufficient  ground  for  re-openiug  the  transac- 
tion. 


As  to  the  second  point,  the  pressure,  if  any 
(a)  2  My.  &  Cr.  566. 


there  was, 
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was  all  exerted  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff  The  FlaintifiC 
who  of  his  own  accord,  and  so  far  as  the  evidence  shews 
without  any  instigation  or  encouragement  on  the  part  of  the 
Defendant,  was  embarked  in  more  than  one  Chancery  suit, 
appears  to  have  been  unusually  active,  and  to  have  derived 
tmusual  satisfiACtion  from  superintending  the  litigation  he 
had  in  hand ;  and  for  some  time  previously,  and  up  to  the 
date  of  the  security  in  question,  his  principal  object  appears 
to  have  been  to  have  Mr.  WeatTtuicott  removed  from  the 
management  of  his  Chancery  business,  and  the  whole  of  that 
business  transferred  exclusively  to  the  Defendant  While 
pressing  the  Defendant  to  effect  this  purpose,  he  was  told  by 
the  latter  that  West/nuicott  would  not  part  with  the  papers 
until  he  was  paid  his  bill  of  costs ;  and  that  for  this  purpose  it 
would  be  necessary  to  have  a  mortgage  executed.  The  let- 
ter in  which  he  is  told  this  can  bear  no  higher  construction 
— ^yet  that  letter  is  the  only  fragment  of  evidence  laid  hold 
of  as  affording  a  ground  for  the  charge  of  pressure  exerted 
on  the  part  of  the  Defendant  The  allegation  in  the  biD, 
that  the  Defendant  prevented  the  Plaintiff  from  obtaining  a 
certain  annuity  until  the  Plaintiff  had  secured  him  his  bill 
of  costs,  is  utterly  without  proo£ 


It  was  argued,  in  reference  to  a  considerable  advantage 
given  to  the  Plaintiff  under  this  security,  that,  if  such  ad- 
vantage is  to  be  regarded  by  the  Court,  a  solicitor  may  easily 
escape  the  consequences  of  any  improper  transaction  by 
giving  some  interest  to  his  client  But  I  am  at  least  at 
liberty  to  take  such  advantage  into  consideration  in  refer- 
ence to  the  question  of  imdue  pressure.  Here,  so  far  from 
exerting  any  pressure  on  the  Plaintiff,  the  Defendant  ¥ms 
in  fact  allowing  him  a  most  unusual  indulgenca  One  of 
the  principal  grounds  for  the  profits  allowed  in  a  solicitor  s 
biU,  which  appear  considerable  when  viewed  in  the  abstract^ 
is  the  large  amoimt  of  money  out  of  pocket  expended  in 
carrying  on  a   heavy  business  for  his  client      The  De- 
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fendant,  nevertheless,  by  this  indenture,  consents  to  forego 
his  right  to  sue  the  Plaintiff  for  his  bill  of  costs  so  long  as 
Ck>lonel  Blagrave  lives,  and,  during  that  time,  contents  him- 
self with  simple  interest 

As  to  the  third  point,  there  would  be  a  great  deal  to  say 
in  this  case,  if  it  appeared  in  evidence  that  the  Defendant^ 
a  solicitor,  in  taking  from  his  client  this  security,  was  in  fact 
taking  a  security  for  a  sum  including  the  alleged  amoimt  of 
untaxed  bills,  as  to  which  no  communication  had  passed  be- 
tween himself  and  his  client,  nor  any  arrangement  been 
entered  into  as  to  the  delivery  of  bills  of  costs,  by  which  that 
amount  would  be  shewn  to  be  due.  But  that  was  not  tHe 
casa  It  is  clear  from  the  evidence,  (the  bill  is  silent  upon 
the  whole  matter),  that,  before  the  Plaintiff  executed  the 
security  in  question,  the  Defendant  submitted  to  him  an 
estimate  of  what  was  then  due  to  WestrMicott  and  to  him- 
self, in  roimd  sums  amounting  together  to  the  sum  of  25422. 
78.  lid  It  is  clear  that  this  sum  of  25422.  7^.  11(2  was 
agreed  to  by  the  Plaintiff  as  an  estimated  charge,  the  De- 
fendant undertaking  to  furnish  him  in  the  long  Vacation 
with  the  bills  of  costs  by  which  that  charge  would  be  made 
out: — ^bills  of  costs,  for  which  the  Plaintiff's  eagerness  to 
transfer  his  business  from  WeatnuicGtt  to  Routh,  and  with 
that  view  to  have  the  security  executed  at  once,  prevented 
him  irom  waiting.  It  is  dear,  that  it  was  upon  this  footing 
that  the  Plaintiff  executed  the  security;  and  that,  in  Octo- 
ber, 1848,  the  bills  were  delivered  by  the  Defendant  pursu- 
ant to  his  undertaking. 

Such  being  the  footing  upon  which  the  security  was  exe- 
cuted, if  the  bills  so  delivered  by  the  Defendant  had 
amounted  in  the  whole  to  a  smn  less  than  the  estimated 
siun  for  which  the  security  was  given,  then  the  Plaintiff, 
(assuming  him  to  have  put  the  whole  case  &irly  and  open- 
ly upon  his  bill,  instead  of  waiting,  as  he  has  done,  to  take 
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the  chance  of  being  able  at  the  hearing  to  produce  some 
evidence  which  the  Defendant  might  not  be  able  to  answer), 
might  have  had  the  same  relief  as  in  Ccleman  v.MeUereliia). 
In  that  case  there  had  been  an  estimate  made  of  the  billfl^ 
and  a  security  taken  for  the  amount  of  the  estimate,  and  the 
amount  of  the  bills  fell  short  of  the  amount  of  the  estimate 
by  602.  And  the  Lord  Chancellor  said,  that,  as  the  Defend* 
ant  had  represented  the  bill  at  602.  more  than  the  actual 
amount,  the  very  foundation  of  the  mortgage  failed,  and  the 
whole  transaction  must  be  re-opened.  But  the  present  case 
is  the  very  reverse  of  ColemanY.MeUersh,  with  the  exception 
of  lOl. — a  sum  too  trifling  to  notice, — the  estimate  of  Mr. 
Weatmacott'a  bill  appears  to  have  been  correct ;  while  the 
Defendant's  charges,  estimated  at  735{.  5^.  5d,  are  shewn 
by  the  bills  to  have  in  fact  amounted  to  8oiL 


I  have  now  examined  all  the  evidence  by  which  the  Plain- 
tiff has  attempted  to  shew  improper  dealing  employed  by  the 
Defendant  in  obtaining  the  security,  and  I  have  found  that 
such  evidence  entirely  fails.  That  disposes  of  the  first 
ground,  upon  which,  according  to  Lord  Cottenhain,  attempts 
of  this  nature  must  be  supported.  And  as  to  the  second 
ground,  I  have  already  observed,  that,  throughout  the  whole 
of  the  Plaintiff's  bill,  there  does  not  appear  to  be  an  attempt 
to  aver  one  single  specific  instance  of  fraud  or  error  in  the 
charges  which  were  made  the  foundation  of  the  security  in 
question.  It  remains  to  consider  what  is  the  rule  of  law 
as  to  the  right  of  a  client  to  have  a  security  set  aside  under 
such  circumstances. 

It  is  clear,  that,  where  specific  errors,  amounting  to  evi- 
dence of  fraud  in  the  charges  which  were  made  the  founda- 
tion of  the  security,  are  alleged  and  proved,  the  Plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  have  the  security  set  aside.     But  the  propositiim 
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laid  down  by  Lord  St  Leonards  in  Lawless  v.  Mansfield 
goes  a  great  deal  further.  He  begins  by  stating  the 
question.  He  says :  "  The  question  which  has  been 
most  discussed  in  this  case  is,  what  should  be  the  frame 
of  a  bill  like  the  present  cross  bill,  in  which  the  trans- 
actions between  a  solicitor  and  his  client  are  impeached  as 
fraudulent^  and  accounts  which  were  settled,  and  for 
which  securities  had  been  given,  are  sought  to  be  opened? 
To  what  extent  charges,  shewing  specific  errors  in  those 
accounts,  ought  to  be  inserted,  in  order  to  open  the  ac^ 
counts  generally;  and  what  is  the  liability  of  a  solicitor  to 
prove  the  items  of  his  account,  irrespective  of  the  bonds  or 
bills  or  securities  of  that  sort  which  he  has  taken?  I  shall 
inquire  what  the  rule  of  the  Court  is  before  I  enter  upon  the 
consideration  of  the  items  alleged  to  be  erroneoua" — (I 
should  mention  that>  in  Lawless  v.  Mansfield,  there  was 
one  item  in  one  of  the  accounts  alleged  and  proved  to  be 
improper;  but  the  argument  was,  that,  as  to  the  other  ac- 
counts, there  was  nothing  alleged  and  proved).  "  In  ordi- 
nary cases,  the  rule  seems  to  be,  that  the  establishment  of 
one  mistake  is  suflicient  to  induce  the  Court  to  give  a  decree 
entitling  the  party  to  surcharge  and  falsify  an  accoimt. 
That  appears  to  have  been  admitted  in  Davis  v.  Spur- 
ling,  which  has  been  so  much  referred  to  throughout  the 
argument  The  report  of  that  case  is  not  very  full,  neither 
does  it  appear  quite  distinctly  whether  there  were  several 
accounts  or  but  one.  I  therefore  do  not  rely  on  the  dicta 
there  as  going  at  all  beyond  the  common  rule,  which,  as  I 
have  already  stated,  is  the  right  to  a  decree  to  surcharge 
and  falsify,  where  an  error  in  an  account  is  alleged  and 
proved.  Whether,  in  ordinary  cases,  where  there  are  seve- 
ral distinct  accounts,  and  errors  are  alleged  and  proved  only 
in  some  of  them,  all  are  liable  to  be  surcharged  and  falsified, 
does  not  appear  to  have  been  decided.  Lord  Eldon,  in 
Chambers  v.  Ooldwm,  distinctly  aflSrms  the  principle,  that, 
in  ordinary  cases,  an  error  must  be  charged  in  the  pleadings, 
VOL.  II.  MM  K.  J. 
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and  proved  at  the  hearing,  to  entitle  the  party  to  have  li- 
berty to  surcharge  and  falsify  "  (a).  Then,  after  going  throngh 
several  cases  upon  that  head,  Lord  St.  Leonards  says  far- 
ther: "  No  doubt  the  rule  of  this  Court  would,  in  an  or- 
dinary case  of  a  settled  account,  preclude  the  party  from 
the  relief  which  is  here  sought ;  but  this  is  not  the  ordinaiy 
case;  it  is  plainly  distinguishable  from  it,  and  that  on  the 
ground  that  the  accounts  here  are  between  parties  who  stood 
in  the  relation  of  solicitor  and  client^  of  agent  and  principal, 
of  creditor  and  debtor ;  for  Mr.  Lawless  stood  in  the  relation 
of  those  three  characters  to  the  Messrs.  Mansfield  at  the 
time  the  accounts  were  settled.  Now,  I  take  it  that  these 
two  propositions  are  perfectly  clear  in  law:  first,  that,  where 
the  relation  of  attorney  and  client  subsists,  in  questions  of 
accounts  between  the  parties,  the  common  rule  does  not  pre^ 
vail ;  though  the  party  only  alleges  generally,  that  the  ac^ 
counts  are  erroneous,  the  Court  will  make  a  decree  opening 
the  accounts,  if  sufficient  cause  is  shewn;  and,  secondly,  that 
a  solicitor,  to  whom  his  client  has  given  bonds  or  bills,  can- 
not produce  those  securities  and  say,  as  a  third  person  mighty 
they  prove  the  existence  of  his  debt;  but  from  the  relation* 
ship  in  which  the  parties  stood,  and  the  alarm  of  this  Courts 
lest  by  means  of  such  relationship  any  undue  influence 
should  have  been  exerted,  the  solicitor  is  bound,  irrespective 
of  his  securities,  to  prove  the  debt  for  which  those  securitieB 
were  given.  This  latter  position  has  been  disputed,  but  it 
is  now  perfectly  settled  "(ft).  Then  he  proceeds  to  say,  that  he 
founds  this  opinion  deliberately,  having  had  occasion  to  con- 
sider all  the  authorities  when  he  argued  the  case  of  Morgan 
V.  Lewes  (c)  before  the  House  of  Lords,  and  adds,  "  That 
case,  as  to  the  pleadings,  was  a  simple  one ;  it  was  heard 
originally  upon  bill  and  answer;  there  was  no  proof  of  the 
errors  specified  in  the  bill,  and  the  Defendant  did,  in  his  an- 


(a)  1  Dr.  &  W.  603,  604. 

(b)  Id.  605,  606. 


(c)  S.  C.  (nom.  Af organ  v.  Evant) 
1  C1.&F.  169;  8BHgb,777. 
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swer,  rely  upon  a  settled  account  The  first  decree  was  the 
ordinary  one  directmg  a  general  account.  The  case  appears 
in  several  Reports ;"  and  he  then  goes  through  the  opinions  of 
all  the  Judges,  to  shew  that  they  established  in  his  mind  the 
law  of  thfe  Court  to  be,  that  a  general  charge,  like  that  in  the 
case  before  him,  was  sufficient;  and  that,  as  between  a  soli- 
citor and  his  client,  his  accoimts,  though  he  may  have  secu- 
rities, must  be  vouched,  and  the  items  in  the  account  proved 
by  receipts  and  evidence  independently  of  the  instnunents(a). 
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I  was  surprised  to  find  that  proposition,  because  it  seems 
BO  entirely  in  conflict  with  the  principle  laid  down  by  Lord 
CoUenham  in  Waters  v.  Taylor.  In  Waters  v.  Taylor  the 
security  was  a  security  for  costs,  amounting  altogether  to 
6000?.,  given  while  the  suit  was  going  on — ^taken  by  the  so- 
licitor from  the  client,  (although  it  is  true  there  was  consi- 
derable delay  in  the  case  in  attempting  to  dispute  them),  yet 
Lord  CoUenham  lays  down  this  proposition  most  clearly: 
He  says  (6) :  "  The  case  indeed,"  of  Waters  v.  Taylor,  "  dif- 
fers from  that  oiHorlock  v.  Smith  (c)  in  this — that  the  secu- 
rity was  taken  whilst  the  suits  were  depending."  (Mr.  RoU, 
in  reply,  called  my  attention  to  Horlock  v.  Smith,  and  dis- 
tinguished that  firom  the  other  cases,  upon  the  ground  that 
in  that  case  there  was  no  suit  pending,  and  the  secu- 
rities were  at  an  end.  In  Waters  v.  Taylor  the  security 
was  taken,  as  here,  whilst  the  suit  was  pending),  ''and 
while  the  relation  of  solicitor  and  client  continued.  But 
so  it  was  in  Cooke  v.  Setree  (d) ;  and  in  Plenderleath  v. 
Fraser  (e),  and  Oretton  v.  Leybume  (/),  the  relation 
of  attorney  and  client  continued  at  the  time  of  the 
settlement  No  doubt,  the  settlement  or  payment  of  a 
solicitor's  bills  pending  a  suit,  and  whilst  the  relation  con- 
tinues, affords  grounds  upon  which  the  account  will  be  much 


(a)  IDr.&W.eil. 

(b)  2  My.  &  Cr.  666. 

(c)  Id.  495. 


(d)  1  V.&B.  126. 
(«)  3  V.  &  B.  174. 
{f)T.&K  407. 
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more  easily  opened,  and  the  bills  referred  for  taxation,  than 
in  other  cases;  but  if  these  circumstances  alone  were,  in  all 
cases,  to  be  held  sufficient  ground  for  a  taxation,  no  solicitor 
who  continues  to  act  for  a  client  would  be  secure  of  any  set- 
tlement during  the  life  of  his  client;  and  the  continuance  of 
one  of  those  suits  which  not  unfirequently  occur  in  this 
Court,  would  prevent  the  possibility  of  any  settlement  b^ 
tween  the  solicitor  and  the  client."  Fortunately,  suits  now 
do  not  often  occur,  and  are  not  likely  to  occur,  of  such  length 
as  Lord  Coitenham  alludes  to.  The  Plaintiff,  although  he 
has  been  involved  in  five  Chancery  suits,  has  disposed  of 
them  in  comparatively  a  short  space  of  time.  But  he  was 
involved  in  litigation,  in  which  nobody  could  expect  the  De- 
fendant to  make  a  large  advance,  or  pledge  himself  to  make 
further  advances,  without  any  settlement  or  security  what- 
ever. And  what  the  Defendant  in  effect  did  was  this : — 
having  a  client  utterly  insolvent  except  as  to  this  rev^- 
sionary  interest,  he  consented  to  postpone  his  claim  for  in- 
terest when  about  to  make  a  large  advance  on  his  dient's 
behalf. 


Such  was  the  doctrine  of  Lord  Cottenham  in  Waters 
V.  Taylor: — a  doctrine  extremely  different  fix)m  that  laid 
down  by  Lord  St  Leonards,  who  says,  that  the  sim{^ 
averment  of  erroneous  accounts  is  enough  in  the  case  of  a 
solicitor  and  client  to  open  the  whole,  and  that  thereupcHi 
the  solicitor  must  prove  the  amount  of  the  debt 

I  have  looked  carefully  to  Lord  St  Leonards'  later  view 
of  Morgcm  v.  Lewes  in  his  "  Treatise  of  the  Law  of  Property 
as  administered  by  the  House  of  Lords"  (a).  The  edition  I 
have  before  me  was  published  in  184j9,  two  years  later  than 
the  decision  in  Laxoless  v.  Mansfidd,  and  Lawless  v.  Ma/M- 
jidd  is  referred  to  in  a  note  on  the  case  of  Morgan  v. 


(a)  Page  576. 
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Lewes.  Lord  St  Leonards  there  says :  ^  In  the  case  of  ^  1856.^ 
Morgan  v.  Lewes,  which  it  is  impossible  to  refer  to  without 
regretting  that  the  litigation  had  not  been  stopped  at  an 
earlier  period,  it  was  held,  that  Morgan,  having  taken  secu- 
rities from  Lewes,  whose  adviser,  solicitor,  and  agent  he  was, 
for  various  sums  of  money,  was  bound  to  prove  the  advances 
by  other  evidence  than  the  securities  themselves  or  the  ac- 
counts, and  also  that  an  attorney  and  agent  is  bound  to 
keep  regular  accounts.  The  first  rule  "  (namely,  of  his  be- 
ing bound  to  prove  the  advsmces  without  any  impeachment 
of  them)  "  was  laid  down  generally,  but  in  other  passages  it 
was  qualified.  Lord  Bedesdale  said,  that  the  settled  ac- 
counts confuted  themselves,  so  that  they  could  not  pre- 
sume that  any  srmis  were  advanced  except  such  as  ap- 
peared to  have  been  so  by  receipts  and  evidence  inde- 
pendent of  the  instruments;  and  Lord  Eldon  concluded  by 
repeating  that  the  record  appeared  to  him  to  open  and  es- 
tablish this  principle, — that  where  an  attorney  takes  it  upon 
him  to  take  securities  from  his  client  which  do  not  express 
the  real  n/xture  of  the  transaction,"  (the  italics  are  not 
mine  but  Lord  St  Leonards'),  "  it  is  inciunbent  on  him,  by 
other  evidence  than  the  securities  themselves,  to  prove  what 
was  the  real  nature  of  the  transaction,  and  what  sums  were 
really  advanced." 

I  conceive  that  the  words  marked  with  italics  were 
meant  to  designate,  not  securities  which  do  not  express 
upon  the  face  of  them  that  they  are  given  for  bills  of 
costs,  but  securities  which  falsely  suggest  that  which  was 
not  the  real  nature  of  the  transaction.  The  first  pro- 
position would  go  a  great  deal  too  far.  The  last  does 
not  apply  to  the  present  casa  In  this  security  I  find  a 
recital  that  the  amoimt  secured  was  due ;  and  when  the 
bills  of  costs  are.  produced  I  find  that  they  make  up  that 
amount  and  100{.  more:  and  that  being  so,  I  apprehend 


528 


1866: 


Judgmeni. 


-OASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

that  the  security  does  express  the  real  natare  of  the  trans- 
action, so  far  as  it  is  required  to  do  so  by  any  rule  of  this 
Court.  In  Waters  v.  Taylor  the  recital  was  simply  that  m> 
much  money  was  due,  no  mention  being  made  of  bills  of 
costs.  And  there  Lord  CoUenham  laid  down  what  I  appre- 
hend to  be  the  true  rule  of  this  Courts  viz.  that,  in  the  case 
of  a  solicitor,  if,  in  seeking  to  set  aside  a  security  given  him 
by  his  client,  the  Plaintiff  relies  on  pressure,  undue  influence, 
or  other  improper  conduct  employed  by  him  in  obtaimng 
the  security,  slighter  evidence  may  be  held  suflScient  than 
would  be  required  in  the  case  of  a  mere  stranger;  but  the 
Plaintiff  nevertheless,  must  aver  and  prove  the  improper 
conduct  on  which  he  so  relies;  and,  in  like  manner,  if  he 
relies  on  fraud,  or  error  amounting  to  evidence  of  fraud,  in 
the  bill  of  costs  in  respect  of  which  the  security  was  given, 
he  must  aver  and  prove  the  specific  items  upon  which  he 
means  to  rely  to  be  fraudulent  or  erroneous. 


In  the  present  case,  as  I  have  observed  more  than  onoe 
already,  I  do  not  find  throughout  the  whole  of  the  Plaintifl't 
bill  one  single  specific  item  of  the  bill  of  costs  averred  to  be 
either  fraudulent  or  erroneoua  So  far  as  regards  the  charges 
in  his  bill  of  costs,  there  is  nothing  which  the  Defendant 
comes  here  to  meet ;  and  if  I  am  to  apply  Lord  CoUenham'$ 
doctrine  to  any  case,  I  am  certainly  to  apply  it  to  this,  totr 
I  think  there  never  was  a  case  so  circumstanced,  and  in 
which,  if  I  re-opened  the  accounts,  I  should  be  dealing  so 
unfairly  with  the  Defendant.  Here,  the  Plaintiff  has  given 
a  security  for  an  estimated  amount,  agreed  by  bim  to  be 
due,  upon  the  understanding  that  the  Defendant  should 
deliver  the  bills  of  costs  by  a  given  time.  Those  bills  are 
delivered  in  October,  1848,  and  within  the  given  period.  In 
August,  1 852,  the  Plaintiff  changes  his  solicitor.  In  Decem- 
ber, 1852,  he  applies  to  this  Court  to  have  all  the  papers^ 
vouchers,  and  documents  in  the  Defendant's  possession  re- 
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lating  to  his  affairs  delivered  Up  to  him.  He  obtains  an 
order  for  that  purpose,  and  also  for  the  taxation  of  all  the 
Defendant's  bills  of  costs,  except  those  included  in  the  secu- 
rity now  in  question,  and  he  obtains  that  order  without  pre- 
judice to  any  question  as  to  his  rights  in  respect  of  the 
costs  for  which  that  security  was  given.  How  far  that  order 
left  it  open  to  him  to  assert  his  rights,  as  he  attempts  to  as- 
sert them  in  the  present  suit,  it  is  unnecessary  to  determine. 
It  is  clear  that  the  least  which  could  be  expected  of  a  per- 
son in  the  Plaintiff's  then  position  was,  that,  having  obtain- 
ed such  an  order,  and  having  procured  the  vouchers  and  docu- 
ments relating  to  the  bills  of  costs  which  he  now  disputes,  he 
should  as  speedily  as  possible  assert  his  right  to  have  such 
costs  taxed.  Failing  to  do  this,  he  would  certainly  leave  the 
Court  to  infer,  that,  having  the  benefit  of  a  security  which 
relieved  him  from  the  liability  of  being  charged  with  com- 
pound interest,  he  had  determined  to  acquiesce  in  that  se- 
curity. He  cannot  be  heard  to  say  he  was  at  liberty,  in  the 
position  he  occupied,  to  stand  by  as  long  as  he  pleased  with- 
out asserting  his  rights.  But  the  case  does  not  stand  there 
— a  year  and  a-half  before  this  bill  was  filed  he  took  upon 
himself  the  investigation  of  these  accounts.  If  an  exception 
is  ever  to  be  made,  which  I  hope  it  will  not,  to  the  rule  that 
a  Plaintiff  must  aver  and  prove  the  errors  on  which  he  re- 
lies, certainly  that  exception  is  not  to  be  made  in  favour  of 
one  who  has  had  the  bills  of  costs  in  his  possession  for 
nearly  eight  years,  who  has  been  at  arms  length  with  his 
solicitor  for  nearly  four  years,  who  admits  that  he  investi- 
gated the  bills  of  costs  in  a  hostile  suit  in  this  Court  a  year 
and  a  half  since,  and  yet  brings  his  cause  on  to  a  hearing 
without  an  averment  of  a  single  error,  and  then  by  affidavits 
filed  at  the  last  moment,  when  it  is  too  late  for  the  Defend- 
ant to  answer  them,  attempts  to  raise  a  charge  of  mistakes 
and  misapprehensiona  What  equity  can  there  be  to  re- 
lieve a  party  under,  such  circumstances?    What  equity 
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can  there  be  to  allow  (which  is  all  that  I  could  with  any 
shadow  of  reason  have  been  asked  to  allow)  an  inquiry  whe- 
ther accounts  are  correct,  of  which  the  Plaintiff  ought  at 
least  to  have  taken  the  pains  to  point  out  the  inoorrectnesB 
• — an  inquiry  which,  as  Lord  Cottenham  expressed  it^  would 
be  in  effect  deciding  the  whole  case  ? 


It  would  still  have  been  unsatisfactory  to  part  with  a  case 
involving  charges  like  the  present,  if  it  were  possible  to 
imagine  that  imposition  of  any  kind  had  been  really  prac- 
tised upon  the  Plaintiff.  But  the  Court  is  relieved  firom  any 
uneasiness  on  that  score  by  the  affidavits  themselvea  The 
utmost  they  make  out  is  an  overcharge  of  sums  amounting  to 
about  sol.  That  circumstance  unexplained  would  doubtless 
be  unsatisfactory.  But  I  am  bound  to  bear  in  mind  that 
the  Defendant  has  had  no  opportunity  of  explaining  that 
circumstance;  and  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant  I  havethk 
broad  fact^  that  the  amount  of  the  bills,  as  estimated,  is  less 
by  upwards  of  lOOi.  than  the  amount  shewn  to  be  due  by 
the  bUls  as  delivered;  and  though  I  do  not  mean  to  lay 
down  such  a  doctrine  as  that  an  improper  charge  may 
be  made  matter  of  set-ofi^  yet  a  comparison  of  these  two 
sums  does  prove  to  me  that  the  true  reason  why  the  Plain- 
tiff never  relied  before  upon  any  of  the  statements  now  first 
put  forth  by  his  affidavits,  was,  that  he  felt  the  uselessneas 
of  the  attempt;  he  was  conscious,  that,  in  the  Taxing  Master's 
office,  he  would  never  strike  off  so  much  as  was  omitted  in 
the  sum  for  which  he  executed  the  security. 

That  is  the  obvious  conclusion;  and  I  confess  I  never  saw 
a  case  so  unfairly  presented  to  the  Court  as  the  present  has 
been  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff,  relying  as  it  would  seem 
upon  the  authority  of  the  doctrine  in  Lawless  v.  Mansjieldr 
I  certainly  cannot  entertain  any  such  doctrine  as  that  on 
which  he  relies.    I  consider  myself  bound  by  Lord  Cat- 
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tenham's  decision,  to  hold  that  it  is  not  the  law  of  this 
Court 

The  bill  oflfers  no  redemption.     It  simply  attempts  to  set. 
aside  the  security :  and  all  that  I  can  do  is  to  dismiss  thfe      J^gf^ent. 
fragment  which  the  demurrer  has  left,  with  costa 

Decreed  accordingly. 


LEE  V.  HOWLETT.  Jiarehllth. 

Timothy  TRIPP  lee,  by  his  win,  dated  the  30th  of  Mortgoffei^ 
June,  1840,  amongst  other  devises,  gave  to  his  wife  EUzor  a^Jiuer^*' 
beth  (since  deceased)  certain  freehold  and  leasehold  heredi-  ^^^^'^ 
taments,  known  as  Dell's  Manor  farm,  To  hold  the  same  Hofh-Pri- 

for  her  life;  and,  after  her  decease,  the  testator  directed  that  ^^' 

the  same  should  be  sold  by  public  auction,  and  that  the  a<^J!2e  S^ 
money  should  be  equally  divided  among  his  surviving  chil-  ^  equitable 
dren;  and  the  testator  devised  and  bequeathed  the  residue  share  of  zesi- 
of  his  property,  as  well  funded  or  otherwise,  to  his  wife  for  tiS^withoST 
her  life,  and  after  her  death,  to  be  equally  divided  amongst  ^^  ®'J^* 
his  surviving  children.    And  he  appointed  his  wife,  and  gpag^  does  not 
his  sons,  the  Plaintiff  Timothy  Lee  and  ComeUus  Lee  oyertlMfor^ 
(since  deceased),  executrix  and  executors  of  his  will  by  fi^S^ 

notice  of  his 
security  to  tho 
The  testator  died  on  the  29th  of  December,  1840,  leaving  trustee  in 
1..1  11  1*11  **i*  whom  the  le- 

his  widow  and  eleven  children  surviving  him.  g^i  estate  is 

vested;  not- 
withstanding'. 
By  a  deed  of  arrangement,  dated  in  1841,  and  executed  that,  by  a  deed 

by  all  the  children,  (except  one  who  had  died),  it  was  mu-  m^^^ade 

tually  agreed  that  all  the  property  devised  by  the  testator  K^^jSLiL 

between  the 
mortgagor  and  the  other  persons  interested  in  the  real  estate,  their  interests  were  treated 
as  personal  estate. 

But  it  is  otherwise  if  the  estate  is  vested  in  the  trustee  by  a  devise  to  him  in  trust  to  sell 
and  to  divide  thQ  proceeds  among  several  persons,  of  whom  the  mortgagor  is  one,  and  the 
mortgages  are  of  the  mortgagor's  share  in  such  proceeds ;  because  then,  although  the  mort- 
gages may  have  been  made  before  an^  sale  took  place,  the  subjeot  of  them  could  only,  as  re- 
garded the  mortgagor's  interest  therem,  be  considered  a  chose  in  action. 
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1856.  amongst  his  surviving  children,  should  be  divided  and  dis- 
posed of,  subject  to  the  life  interests  therein,  in  like  manner 
and  shares  as  if  the  same  had  been  given,  subject  as  afore- 
said, amongst  all  his  children  who  should  survive  him,  equal- 
ly, as  tenants  in  common,  so  that  one  equal  eleventh  part  or 
share  thereof  should  go  and  be  paid  and  payable  to  each 
and  every,  or  to  the  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns 
of  each  and  every,  the  said  &c.  (the  children),  notwithstand- 
ing any  or  either  of  them  the  said  &a  should  die  before  the 
property  should  become  divisible  or  payable,  and  the  execu- 
tors or  administrators  of  any  of  them  who  might  so  die 
should  receive  his  or  her  eleventh  share,  and  apply  the  same 
as  his  or  her  personal  estate  <bc, 

Charles  Lee,  one  of  the  children,  by  indenture,  dated  the 
24th  of  March,  1842,  mortgaged  his  reversionary  share  and 
interest  of  all  the  property  under  the  will  and  deed  of 
arrangement  to  one  Simon  Main,  to  secure  4o0i.  and  inter- 
est, of  which  indenture  the  Plaintiff  Timothy  Lee  had  not 
received  notice  till  the  year  1848. 

By  indenture,  dated  February  14th,  1844,  Charles  Lee 
again  assigned  his  share  to  a  Miss  Lys  to  secure  2502.  and 
interest;  of  which  indenture  Miss  Lys  gave  notice  to  the 
Plaintiffin  May,  1844. 

At  the  time  of  the  mortgage  to  her.  Miss  Lys  had  no  no- 
tice of  the  prior  mortgage. 

By  indenture,  dated  the  1st  of  October,  1846,  Charles  Lee 
again  assigned  his  share  to  one  Caches,  to  secure  a  sum  of 
3002.  and  interest;  of  which  indenture  Caches  gave  notice 
to  the  Plaintiff  in  the  same  month  of  October,  1846. 

The  testator's  widow  having  died  in  1854,  this  suit  was 
instituted  by  the  Plaintiff  for  the  administration  of  the  real 
estate;  a  previous  suit  of  "  Lys  v.  Lee  "  had  been  instituted 
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by  lAiss  Lya  to  realise  her  security  out  of  the  personal  es-        1856 
tate,  which  however  was  wholly  exhausted,  leaving  nothing 
but  the  real  estate  and  its  produce  for  the  incumbrancers 
to  look  to. 


SiaUment, 


A  decree  for  sale  had  been  made  in  this  suit  (Leev,  Houth 
lett),  and  the  usual  inquiry  directed  as  to  incumbrances  on 
the  shares  of  the  children. 

Pursuant  to  the  decree  DeU*8  Manor  farm  had  been  sold 
for  3400Z.,  and  the  residuary  estate  for  500?.  The  Chief 
Clerk  certified  as  to  the  incumbrances,  and,  amongst  othera, 
to  those  on  Charles  Lee's  share  as  above ;  the  result  of  his 
finding  being,  that  the  several  mortgagees,  Vaughan  (in 
whom  Simon  Main's  mortgage  had  become  vested),  Miss 
LySy  and  Oaches,  were  entitled  according  to  the  dates  of 
their  incimibrancea  But  it  was  arranged  that  the  question 
of  priority,  with  reference  to  the  dates  of  the  several  notices 
given  to  the  Plaintiff  should  be  argued  before  the  Court  on 
the  hearing  fo£  further  consideration. 

The  cause  now  came  on  to  be  so  heard. 


Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Speed,  for  the  Plaintiffi  ArgumeM. 

M.  Daniel,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  W.  P,  Murray,  for  Miss  Lys. 

The  notice  of  the  mortgage  to  Miss  Lys  which  was  given 
to  the  Plaintiff,  gave  that  mortgage  priority  over  the  other 
mortgage  previously  made,  but  of  which  no  notice  had  been 
given.  It  is  true  that  the  mortgagee  of  an  equitable  inter- 
est in  land  cannot  obtain  priority  by  giving  notice  to  the 
trustee,  because  this  doctrine  of  notice  does  not  apply  to  real 
estate :  Janes  v.  Jones  (a),  Wihfiot  v.  Pike  (b),  Malcolm  v. 

(a)  8  Sim.  63a  (6)  5  Hare,  14. 
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Charle8V)orth(a),  and  this  even  when  the  mortgage  is  of  an 
equitable  interest  in  leaseholds  for  years:  WiUshvre  v.  Bab- 
bits  (6).  But,  in  this  case,  the  DeU'a  Ma/nar  farm  was  de- 
vised in  trust  for  sale,  and  only  a  share  in  the  proceeds  of 
such  sale  was  given  to  the  mortgagor,  and  the  redduaiy 
real  estate,  though  not  devised  in  trust  for  sale,  was  treated 
as  personal  estate  by  the  deed  of  arrangement ;  and  therefor^ 
as  to  him  and  his  mortgagees,  the  property  must  be  consi- 
dered  as  personal  estate :  Phillips  v.  PhiUips(c) ;  and  that 
being  so,  the  notice  given  by  Miss  Lys  gave  her  priority: 
Dearie  v.  HcM(d),  The  very  point  was  so  decided  in  Foster 
V.  Cockerell  (e),  S.C.  nom.  Foster  v.  Blackstone (/). 

Mr.  BiUon  for  other  parties. 

Mr.  Cdd/m/an  Jones  for  Vaughan,  the  first  mortgagee: — 

The  mortgages  must  take  effect  in  the  order  in  which  they 
were  made. — He  relied  on  Wiltshire  v.  Rahbits  (6),  and  on 
the  fact  that  the  property  was  not  sold  till  after  the  mort- 
gages were  made,  and  that  no  sale  could  have  been  made 
at  the  time  when  the  mortgages  were  executed.  He  cited 
also  Rooper  v.  Harrison  (g). 


Judgment, 


Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  :— 

I  am  of  opinion,  that  as  to  that  portion  of  the  property 
which  was  ordered  to  be  sold,  I  am  bound  to  hold,  on  the 
principle  of  Foster  v.  Cockerell  (e),  Dearie  v.  HaU  (d)  and 
that  class  of  cases,  that  the  incumbrancer  who  first  gave 
notice  of  his  incumbrance  must  prevail  over  the  othera 
The  principle  does  not  depend  simply  on  a  question  of  mala 


(a)  1  Keen,  63. 

(b)  14  Sim.  76. 

(c)  1  My.  &  K.  649. 
(oQ  3  Bubs.  1. 


(e)  9Bligh.,  N.S.,332;3a 
&  r.  456. 
(/)  1  My.  &  K.  297. 
(ff)  2  Kay  &  J.  86. 


Judgment, 
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fides;  but  the  rule  is,  that  the  party  who  first  makes  him-  ^  1856. 
self  master  of  a  chose  in  action,  by  giving  notice,  to  prevent 
its  being  handed  over  by  the  person  in  whose  hands  it  is  to 
any  other  claimant, — in  other  words,  who  first  devests  the 
title  of  the  owner  by  giving  notice  to  the  person  through 
whom  the  owner  must  derive  the  fund — arrests  that  fund, 
and  acquires  the  property  for  himsel£  Whether  the  fund 
be  a  trust  fund  held  by  A.  in  trust  for  JS.,  or  a  debt  payable 
by  A.  to  B.,  if  B,  assigns,  and  his  assign  requires  A.  to  pay 
the  money  over  to  him,  that  gives  him  priority  over  a  pre- 
vious assign  of  B,,  who  has  not  given  such  notice. 

It  is  decided,  that  this  doctrine  does  not  apply  to  real  es- 
tate ;  and  in  Wiltshire  v.  Rabbits  (a)  the  late  Vice-Chancellor 
of  England  considered  that  the  doctrine  was  not  applicable 
to  an  assignment  of  an  equitable  interest  in  a  chattel  real.  In 
this  case,  part  of  the  property  is  directed  to  be  sold,  without 
saying  by  whom.  The  sale  must  be  by  the  heir  or  executors. 
Here,  the  same  person  fills  both  those  characters,  and  the 
property  must  therefore  pass  through  him.  It  must  be 
converted  into  money,  and  none  of  the  legatees  could  have 
reached  that  money  except  through  him;  and  they  could 
never  have  had  the  property  in  the  shape  of  land,  but  only 
as  money.  Then,  the  executor  being  bound  to  pay  the 
shares  in  this  manner,  the  fact,  that,  at  the  time  when  this 
security  was  given,  the  period  for  the  sale  had  not  arrived,  is 
not  material.  Whenever  the  property  was  sold,  and  themoney 
paid  to  the  executor,  he  would  hold  part  of  it  for  Charles 
Lee,  or  for  the  person  who  had  obtained  an  assignment  of 
his  share  from  Charles  Lee.  Here,  Miss  Lys  first  gave  to 
the  executor  notice  of  the  assignment  in  her  favour,  and 
therefore  she  has  priority  over  all  other  assigns  of  -Charles 
Lee's  share  as  to  this  part  of  the  mortgaged  property. 

As  regards  the  residuary  real  estate,  there  is  no  direction 
in  the  will  to  sell  that  It  was  devised  to  the  testator's  wife 
for  life,  and  after  her  death  to  her  children.    That  would 

(a)  14  Sim.  76. 
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carry  the  fee  simple,  and  the  children  would  not  be  obliged 
"27"  ^  *^®  ^^^^  shares  from  the  hands  of  any  third  person ;  and 
HowLvn  although,  by  the  deed  of  arrangement,  they  seem  to  have 
treated  it  as  personal  estate,  it  was  in  their  own  hands;  and 
therefore  there  can  be  no  question  of  notice  as  to  this  pro- 
perty, but  it  must  go  to  the  incimibrancers  according  to  the 
order  in  time  in  which  they  obtained  their  securities. 


/udffmeiU, 


Feb.nsidf  MATHER  v.  FRASER 

22nd. 

Mortgoffe—      -KY  an  indenture,  dated  the  23rd  of  August,  1854,  between 

John  Barton  and  George  Barton,  described  as  "  both  of  the 


Fixtures — 

Trade— Bank- 

niptcy— 17  <fe  18  Vict.  c.  87. 


Mortgage  by  two,  described  in  the  deed  as  copper  roUer  manufSacturera,  reciting  a  oon- 
Teyanoe  to  them  of  hind,  and  mills  or  factories,  in  a  manufacturing  town,  as  tenants  inooift- 
mon  in  fee,  and  that  they  were  carrying  on  business  at  the  said  mills  or  factories  as  copper 
roller  manufiioturers,  and  in  such  capacity  had  lately  affixed  to  or  placed  upon  the  Jand, 
mills,  or  fitctories,  a  steam  engine  and  boilers,  together  with  a  large  quantity  of  miU-gear 
and  millwright  work,  and  granting  the  land,  mills,  or  factories,  and  hereditaments  comprised 
in  the  recited  conveyance,  to  the  use  of  the  Plaintifis  in  fee,  subject  to  a  proviso  for  reden^ 
tion: — Held,  as  between  Uie  Plaintifis  and  the  mortgagor's  assignees  in  bankruptcy, — 

First,  that,  assuming  it  possible  to  distinguish  between  the  case  of  machinery  placed  iqwn 
land  for  the  purpose  of  trade  or  manufiicture  as  collateral  to  and  independent  of  the  naeaod 
enjoyment  of  the  land,  and  that  of  machinery  placed  upon  land  for  the  purpose  of  better 
and  more  profitably  eiyoying  the  land  (as  to  which  gucere),  the  recitals  shewed  that  this  was 
a  case  of  the  latter  description;  and  although  the  means  of  the  proposed  use  and  enjoyment 
of  the  land  was  manufietcture  or  trade,  all  articles  fixed  to  the  freehold,  whether  by  sorewi^ 
solder,  or  any  other  permanent  means,  or  by  being  let  into  the  soil,  partook  of  the  nature  of 
the  soil,  and  would  have  descended  to  the  heir  along  with  and  as  part  of  the  soil  itself 

Secondly,  that  the  mere  grant  of  the  land,  following  upon  the  preceding  recitals,  was  suf- 
ficient to  pass  all  articles  so  fixed,  and  that  a  subsequent  enumeration  of  certain  of  such  ar- 
ticles did  not  rebut  the  inference  that  all  articles  so  fixed  passed  by  the  mere  grant  of  the 
land,  as  forming  part  of  the  freehold. 

And,  temble,  that  the  same  result  would  have  attended  an  assignment  of  the  land,  had  the 
mortgagors  beien  mere  termors. 

Examination  of  the  authorities  upon  this  subject,  and  a  dictum  in  ffdlaweU  v.  Eagtwood 
(6  £x(^  818)  observed  upon.  The  principle  upon  which  the  rule  of  law,  that  fixtures  pass 
with  the  soil,  is  relaxed  in  £svour  of  trade,  has  no  application  where  the  parties  who  afi&x  the 
machinery  are  Uiemselves  owners  in  fee  of  the  soil. 

Thirdly,  that  the  mortgage,  although  it  comprised  all  fixtures  then  or  thereafter  to 
be  placed  on  the  land,  and  contained  a  covenant  not  to  remove  any  of  the  particulars 
granted  by  the  mortgage  without  the  permission  of  the  mortgagees,  was  not  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy, it  appearing  that  the  mortgagors  had  other  property,  that  the  mortgage-money  was 
actuaUy  advanced,  and  that  the  transaction  was  clear  of  fraud. 

Fourthly,  that,  the  fixtures  passing  by  the  grant  of  the  land,  the  Act  for  the  Rsgistration  of 
Bills  of  Sale  (17  k  18  Vict  o.  87)  could  have  no  application. 

Fifthly,  articles  standing  merely  by  theur  own  weight  are  not "  fixtures." 

But  where  part  of  a  machine  is  a  fixture,  and  another  and  essential  part  of  it  is  moveable^ 
the  ktter  also  wiU  be  held  «  a  fixture." 
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city  oi  Manchester,  copper  roller  manufacturers/'  of  the  one 
part,  and  the  Plaintiffs  of  the  other  part,  reciting,  that,  by 
an  indenture,  dated  1850,  certain  plots  of  land  in  Brough- 
ton  in  Lancashire,  and  the  mills  or  fectories,  dwelling- 
houses,  erections,  and  buildings  then  standing  thereon,  were 
conveyed  and  assured  to  the  use  otJohn  Barton  and  George 
Barton,  as  tenants  in  common  in  fee;  and  reciting,  that 
John  Barton  and  Oeorge  Barton  were  carrying  on  business 
at  the  said  mills  or  factories  as  copper  roller  manufacturers, 
and,  in  such  capacity,  had  lately  affixed  to  or  placed  upon, 
in,  or  about  the  said  plots  of  land,  mills,  or  factories,  and  he- 
reditaments, a  steam  engine  and  boilers,  together  with  a 
large  quantity  of  mill-gear  and  millwright  work, — ^in  consi- 
deration of  the  sum  of  7000?.  therein  mentioned  to  have 
been  paid  to  John  Barton  and  Oeorge  Barton  by  the 
Plaintiffs,  John  Barton  and  Oeorge  Barton  granted,  re- 
leaj9ed,  and  conveyed  unto  the  Plaintiffi,  their  heirs  and  as- 
signs, the  said  plots  of  land,  mills,  or  factories,  dwelling- 
houses,  and  hereditaments  comprised  in  the  indenture  of 
1850,  and  then  in  the  occupation  of  the  said  John  Barton 
and  Oeorge  Barton;  and  also  all  and  singular  the  steam 
engine,  steam  boilers,  mill-gear,  millwright  work,  and  ma- 
chinery, then  or  thereafter  to  be  fixed  to  the  said  lands, 
hereditaments,  and  premises,  or  any  of  them,  or  any  part 
thereof,  together  with  all  houses,  outhouses,  edifices,  fixtures, 
buildings,  yards,  paths,  passages,  privileges,  easements, 
rights,  members,  and  appurtenances  to  the  said  plots  of  land, 
mills,  or  factories,  dwelling-houses,  erections,  and  buildings, 
or  any  of  them,  or  any  part  thereof,  belonging,  or  in  any- 
wise appertaining,  To  hold  the  same  to  the  use  of  the  Plain- 
tiffs, their  heirs  and  assigns,  subject  to  a  proviso  for  redemp- 
tion on  payment  of  the  sum  of  7000?.,  with  interest  at  51. 
per  cent  per  annum,  on  the  23rd  of  February  then  next. 
The  indenture  contained  a  covenamt  by  the  Bartons  not  to 
pull  down,  remove,  or  take  away  the  said  mills  or  factories, 
dwelling-houses,  erections,  or  buildings,  steam  engine,  boil- 
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era,  mill-gear,  millwright  work,  or  premises  thereinbefore 
granted,  or  any  of  them,  or  any  part  or  parts  thereof  with- 
out the  permission  in  writing  of  the  Plaintiffi  or  the  survivOT 
of  them,  &c.,  miless  in  cases  where  such  pulling  down,  re- 
moval, or  taking  away  should  be  to  a  small  extent^  and 
should  be  rendered  necessary  by  any  of  the  premises  being 
worn  out  or  injured.  It  also  contained  a  proviso  that  the 
Bartons  should  not  be  at  liberty,  without  the  consent  of  the 
Plaintiflfe,  to  repay  the  7000?.,  or  any  part  thereof,  for  seven 
yeara  from  the  date  of  the  indenture. 


On  the  23rd  of  May,  1855,  the  Bartons  yrere  adjudicated 
banknipts. 

The  bill  was  filed  against  the  assignees  in  bankruptcy, 
who  had  advertised  for  sale  all  the  machinery  upon  the 
lands  comprised  in  the  mortgage,  praying  for  the  usual 
foreclosure  decree,  and  for  an  interim  injunction,  which  was 
granted  by  an  order  of  the  10th  of  December,  1855. 

The  Defendants,  by  their  answer,  submitted,  firsts  that 
machinery  and  other  articles  connected  with  the  working  of 
the  mills,  although  attached  to  the  freehold,  did  not  pass  by 
the  mortgage.  Secondly,  that,  if  such  articles  did  pass,  the 
mortgage  was  an  act  of  bankruptcy  on  the  part  of  the  Bar- 
tons. Thirdly,  that,  even  if  otherwise  operative,  the  mort- 
gage, not  having  been  registered  under  the  Act  for  the  Ke- 
gistration  of  Bills  of  Sale  (17  &  18  Vict  a  36),  was  by  that 
Act  rendered  null  and  void  as  regarded  all  fixtures.  And, 
fourthly,  that  the  Plaintiflfe  lost  their  title  to  such  property 
by  leaving  it  in  the  order  and  disposition  of  the  bankrupts. 


No  discussion  of  importance  arose  as  to  what  particular 
articles  fell  within  the  denomination  of  "  fixtures,"  except 
in  reference  to  one  machine,  a  description  of  which  will  be 
found  at  the  close  of  the  judgment. 
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It  appeared,  that,  at  the  date  of  the  mortgage,  the  Bar- 
tons  had  other  property  of  consideraWe  value  si  Manchester 
and  elsewhere,  which  was  not  comprised  in  the  mortgage; 
also,  that  they  endeavoured  to  stipulate  for  liberty  to  pay  off 
the  mortgage-debt  within  the  seven  years;  but  this  proposal 
was  not  acceded  to  by  the  Plaintiffiu 

The  value  of  the  fixtures  in  dispute  exceeded  that  of  the 
land  comprised  in  the  mortgage. 
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Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  De  Oex,  for  the  Plaintiflfe,  now 
moved  for  a  decrea 

First,  the  Plainti£&  are  entitled  to  a  declaration  that  all 
the  articles  in  question  passed  by  the  mortgage  of  August^ 
1854.. 

All  such  articles  are  annexed  to  the  soil,  or  form  essential 
parts  of  machines  which  are  so  annexed;  and,  at  the  date 
of  the  mortgage,  the  mortgagors  were  owners  not  only  of 
the  articles  in  question,  but  also  of  the  inheritance  in  fee 
simple  of  the  soil.  Such  fixtures,  therefore,  whether  annex- 
ed to  the  soil  for  purposes  of  trade  or  manu&cture,  or  other- 
wise, were  in  the  nature  of  real  estate,  and  passed  with  the 
soil  to  which  they  were  annexed  They  would  have  passed 
to  the  heir  and  not  to  the  executor :  Fisher  v.  Dixon  (a) ;  a 
fortiori,  therefore,  would  they  pass  to  a  purchaser  for  valua 
The  circumstance  that  theowner  of  the  fixture  is  owner  also 
of  the  fee  simple  of  the  land  to  which  it  is  affixed,  is  all  im- 
portant Introduce  that  element^  and  the  case  is  removed  at 
once  out  of  reach  of  the  entire  class  of  authorities  in  which 
the  old  rule  of  law  has  been  relaxed  for  the  encouragement  of 
trade,  the  principle  of  that  relaxation  presupposing  a  tenant 


VQJUII. 


(a)  12  CL  &  F.  312. 

NN 


K.  J. 
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whose  trade  is  to  be  encouraged,  by  holding  fixtures  to  be  his 
property,  as  against  the  freeholder  of  the  soil  to  which  they 
are  affixed.  Here,  no  tenant  intervenes,  and  there  is  no- 
thing to  relax  the  rule  of  law  which  treats  fixtures  as  part 
of  the  soil,  and  as  passing  with  it  whether  by  descent  or 
purchase.  The  fixtures  in  question  would  have  passed  to 
the  Plaintiffs  by  a  mere  grant  of  the  soil:  Lawton  v.  Sal- 
mon (a),  Colegrave  v.  Bias  Santos  (b),  Gordon  v.  FaZk7ier(c), 
Longstaffe  v.  Meagoe  (d),  WitteJiear  v.  CoUrdl  (e),  Rufford 
V.  Bisliopp  (/). 

Secondly,  this  was  not  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  although  the 
fixtures  passed:  for,  first,  there  was  other  property  to  which 
the  mortgagors  were  entitled  at  the  date  of  the  mortgage, 
and  which  the  mortgage  did  not  comprise;  secondly,  the 
7000Z.  advanced  upon  the  seciuity  of  the  mortgage  was 
intended  to  go,  and  did  go,  into  the  business :  Baacter  v. 
Pritchard  (g). 

Thirdly,  the  objection  on  the  point  of  order  and  disposi- 
tion is  disposed  of  by  Ex  parte  Barclay  (h),  where  the  moii- 
gagor  was  merely  tenant  for  a  term  of  years.  Here,  as  there, 
the  creditors  were  bound  to  take  notice  that  the  land  was 
or  might  be  mortgaged.  If  the  land  was  mortgaged,  the 
presumption  was,  that  all  was  mortgaged  which  would  pass 
by  a  conveyance  of  the  land;  therefore,  that  the  fixtures  were 
mortgaged:  and  if  the  fixtures  were  mortgaged,  the  subse- 
quent possession  of  them  by  the  bankrupt  was  not  a  pos- 
session of  them  as  goods  and  chattels,  but  as  part  of  the 
land :  Lord  Craaiworth  in  Ex  parte  Ba/rclay{i),  This  dis- 
tinguishes the  present  case  from  Trappea  v.  Harter  (k). 


(a)  1  H.  Bla.  259,  n. 
(6)  2  B.  &  C.  76. 

(c)  4  T.  R.  565. 

(d)  2  Ad.  &  E.  167. 

(e)  1  R  &  B.  674. 
(/)  5  Rubs.  346. 


(^)  1  Ad.  &  E.  456. 
(A)  5  De  G.  M.  &  G.  403,  411, 
412,  415. 

(t)  Id.  411,  412. 

(k)  2  Cr.  &  Mee.  15a 
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¥^here  the  mortgage  did  not,  either  expressly  or  by  implica- 
tion, include  the  fixtures,  which  remained  the  property  of  the 
bankrupt,  and  therefore  passed  to  the  assignees:  Lord 
Cranvxyrth  in  Ex  parte  Barclay  (a). 

Fourthly,  the  objection,  that  the  deed  was  not  registered 
under  the  Act  for  the  Registration  of  Bills  of  Sale  (17  &  18 
Vict  c.  36),  is  answered  by  the  same  reasoning  as  that  upon 
the  point  of  order  and  disposition ;  for  the  Act  does  not  ap- 
ply to  fixtures  which  are  not  in  the  order  and  disposition  of 
the  bankrupt  Compare  the  preamble  of  the  Act  with 
Lord  Redesdale'a  observations  in  Joy  v.  OampbeU  (6).  A 
mortgage  of  the  inheritance,  passing  the  fixtures  as  part  of 
the  inheritance,  is  not  a  bill  of  sale,  not  a  mortgage  of  a 
chattel:  and  that  being  so,  the  Act  does  not  apply. 

Mr.  Daniel,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Little,  for  the  Defendants: — 

Firsts  the  articles  in  question  did  not  pass  by  the  deed. 

All  such  articles  were  things  placed  upon  the  soil  by  the 
mortgagors,  not  for  the  benefit  of  the  inheritance,  not  as  ac- 
cessaries to  the  enjojment  of  the  inheritance,  but  in  the 
course  of  their  trade,  and  as  accessaries  to  the  carrying  on  of 
their  trade;  as  is  clear  from  the  deed  in  which  the  mortga- 
gors are  described  at  the  commencement  as  copper  roller 
manufacturers,  and  are  recited  as  having, "  in  that  capacity,'* 
placed  the  articles  in  question  upon  the  land.  All  such  arti- 
cles must,  therefore,  fall  within  that  principle  of  law  which, 
in  favour  of  trade,  treats  such  articles  as  personal  property. 
Where  a  fixed  instrument,  engine,  or  utensil  is  an  accessary 
to  a  matter  of  a  personal  nature,  it  is  itself  considered  person- 
alty: per  Lord  EUenhorough  in  Elwea  v.  Mawe  (c).  Trappes 
V.  Barter  {d)  shews,  that  where  fixtures  are  capable  of  be- 
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(a)  6  De  G.  M.  &  G.  412. 
(6)  1  Sch.  &  L6£  336. 


(o)  3  East,  38, 53. 
{d)  2Cr.&Mee.i53. 
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ing  moved,  and  have  been  used  for  the  purpose  of  trade; 
they  are  personalty.  And  Parke,  B.,  says  in  HeUcbwell  v. 
Eastwood  (a)y  where  the  machines  in  question  were  similar 
to  the  present,  "  The  machines  would  have  passed  to  the 
executor:  per  Lord  Lyndhursty  C.  B.,  in  Trappes  v.  Har- 
ter.  They  would  not  have  passed  by  a  conveyanoe  or 
demise  of  the  mill.  They  never  ceased  to  have  the  charac- 
ter of  moveable  chattels.''  This  deed,  therefore,  did  not  pass 
the  fixtures  as  part  of  the  soil 

To  hold  the  contrary,  would  be  to  introduce  a  distinction 
most  injurious  to  persons  in  trade,  viz.  that^  if  a  person  in 
trade  happens  to  be  a  freeholder,  his  mortgage  will  cany 
fixtures  on  the  land  even  against  his  assignees,  whereas,  if 
he  were  merely  tenant  for  a  term  of  years^  such  fixtures 
would  not  pass. 

But  assuming  that  all  fixtures  upon  this  property  are  to 
be  treated  as  part  of  the  soil,  and  would  be  inferred  to  pass 
by  a  mere  conveyance  of  the  soil,  without  more,  this  is  not 
such  a  conveyanca  Here,  certain  fixtures  are  expressly 
enumerated  in  the  clause,  "  and  also  all  and  singular  the 
steam  engine,''  &a — which  rebuts  the  inference  that  all  fix- 
tures passed  by  the  mere  conveyance  of  the  soil :  Hare  v, 
Horion  (b);  and  proves  that  nothing  was  intended  to  pass 
except  such  articles  as  are  expressly  mentioned,  or  fixtures 
ejusdem  generis  with  articles  so  expressly  mentioned;  and 
that  construction  would  exclude  everything  except  machi- 
nery in  the  nature  of  that  mentioned  in  the  previous  recitak 
as  having  been  placed  upon  the  premises  by  the  mortgagors. 
But, 

Secondly,  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  arti- 
cles in  question  did  pass  by  the  deed,  then  the  deed  was  an 


(a)  6  Exch.  295,  313. 


(6)  5  R  &  Ad,  71fi. 
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act  of  bankruptcy  on  the  part  of  the  mortgagors.  It  will  be 
said,  that  the  mortgagors  had  another  place  of  busmess  ai 
Manchester,  but  how  were  they  to  meet  the  expense  of  set- 
tmg  up  trade  at  Manchester  ?  [The  Vice-Chancellor. — 
Might  they  not  do  so  out  of  the  very  7000i.  advanced  by  the 
mortgagees  ?]  The  deed  contains  a  covenant  on  the  part  of 
the  mortgagors,  not  to  remove  from  the  premises  any  arti- 
cle comprised  in  the  deed  without  the  consent  of  the  mort- 
gagees. It  was  so  framed  as  to  bring  within  its  operation 
not  only  everything  which  then  existed  upon  the  property, 
but  everything  which,  during  a  period  of  seven  years,  might 
be  fixed  upon  the  property  by  the  bankrupts.     Besides, 

Thirdly,  upon  the  Plaintiffs'  construction,  the  deed,  not 
being  registered  pursuant  to  the  Act  37  &  18  Vict.  c.  36,  is 
void.  The  case  is  clearly  within  the  purview  of  the  Act  as 
set  out  in  the  preamble,  and  it  is  equally  within  the  enact- 
ing clause.  The  1st  section  extends  to  "  every  bill  of  sale 
of  personal  chattels."  And  the  7th  section  defines  a  "  bill 
of  sale"  to  include  aU  assurances  of  personal  chattels  as  secu- 
rity for  any  debt;  and  defines  "  personal  chattels,"  as  includ- 
ing "fixtures;"  and  with  regard  to  "  apparent  possession" 
it  provides,  that  "  personal  chattels  "  shall  be  deemed  to  be 
in  the  "  apparent  possession  "  of  the  person  making  or  giv- 
ing the  bill  of  sale,  so  long  as  they  shall  remain  or  be  in  or 
upon  any  house,  mill,  warehouse,  building,  works,  yard,  land, 
or  other  premises  occupied  by  him,  or  as  they  shall  be  used 
and  enjoyed  by  him  in  any  place  whatsoever,  notwithstand- 
ing that  formal  possession  thereof  may  have  been  taken  by  or 
given  to  any  other  person." 

[The  Vice-Chancellor. — If  the  Plaintiffs  are  right  in 
their  contention,  that  the  fixtures  passed  by  the  conveyance 
of  the  land  without  more,  then  do  you  contend  that  the  Bills 
of  Sale  Act  can  apply?] 
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Mr.  Little. — We  submit  that  it  would. 
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[The  Yice-Chancellob. — If  fixtures  pass  by  a  mortgage 
in  fee  of  the  land  to  which  they  are  fixed  7] 

Mr.  LUde. — If  that  circumstance  is  held  to  take  a  case 
out  of  the  operation  of  the  Act^  the  intention  of  the  L^;is- 
lature  will  be  defeated.  This  case  is  within  the  words  of  the 
Act  as  well  as  the  preamble;  and  it  is  certainly  within  its 
policy.  It  is  impossible  for  the  public  to  know  whether  a 
trader,  carrying  on  trade  with  fixed  capital,  exceeding  the 
value  of  the  soil  possibly  a  hundred  fold,  is  owner  of  the 
freehold  or  not,  or  whether  he  has  mortgaged  or  not. 

[They  cited  also  HcMen  v. Runder(a),  Elliott  v.  BialiopQi)^ 
Horn  V.  Baker  (c),  Joy  v.  Campbdl  (cZ),  and  Ex  parte  Spar- 
row (e).] 

A  reply  was  not  heard. 


Judgment.      VICE-ChAKCELLOB  SiB  W.  PAGE  WoOD  :— 

Looking  at  the  whole  current  of  the  authorities^  it  appears 
to  me,  that,  upon  the  true  construction  of  the  deed  in  ques- 
tion, the  fixtures  passed  by  the  grant  of  the  land  to  which 
they  were  aflSxed. 

In  the  description  of  the  persons  parties  to  the  deed,  the 
mortgagors  are  described  aa  "  of  the  city  of  Manchester, 
copper  roller  manufacturers," — not,  as  it  was  construed  in 
the  argument  for  the  Defendants,  as  being  the  owners  of  the 
property  qua  copper  rolling,  but  as  being  copper  roller 
manufacturers  at  Manchester,  where,  it  appears,  they  had 
another  mill  The  deed  then  recites  the  purchase  by  them 
of  certain  plots  of  land  in  Brouyhton,  with  mills  or  factories 


(a)  1  C.  M.  &  R  266. 
{f>)  lOExch.496. 
(c)  9  East,  222. 


{d)  1  Sch.  &  Lef.  336. 
(c)  2  De  G.  M.  &  G.  907. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

and  buildings  standing  thereon;  which  mills  or  factories,  it 
also  appears,  although  that  is  not  recited  in  the  deed,  were 
at  one  time  used  as  silk  mills  or  silk  factories;  and  then  it 
proceeds  to  recite,  that  they  are  carrying  on  business  at 
these  mills  or  factories  as  copper  roller  manufacturers,  and 
that,  in  such  capacity,  they  have  lately  affixed  to,  or  placed 
upon,  in,  or  about  the  said  plots  of  land,  mills  or  fokctories, 
and  hereditaments,  a  steam  engine  and  boilers,  together 
with  a  large  quantity  of  mill-gear  and  millwright  work. 
They,  therefore,  describe  themselves  as  owners  of  the  land, 
and  as  turning  it  to  account  by  converting  it  into  a  mill  for 
the  manufacture  of  copper  rollers.  That,  according  to  the 
deed,  was  their  mode  of  using  and  enjoying  the  land. 

Now,  assuming  it  to  be  possible,  which  Lord  Brougham 
in  Fisher  v.  Dixon  (a)  considered  it  was  not,  to  distinguish 
between  the  case  of  machinery  placed  upon  land  for  the  pur- 
pose of  trade  or  manufacture,  as  collateral  to  and  independ- 
ent of  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  land,  and  that  of  machi- 
nery placed  upon  land  for  the  mere  purpose  of  better  and 
more  profitably  enjoying  the  land,  such  a  distinction,  allow- 
ing it  the  utmost  weight,  cannot  avail  the  Defendants,  inas- 
much as  it  appears  by  the  recitals  in  the  deed,  that  the  pre- 
sent case  is  one  of  the  latter  description, — that  it  was  with  a 
view  to  the  better  and  more  profitable  use  and  enjoyment  of 
the  land  that  the  machinery  in  question  was  placed  upon  it. 

In  Fisher  v.  Dixon,  it  is  true  that  a  portion  of  the  sub- 
ject matter  to  which  the  machinery  in  question  was  appli- 
cable was  part  of  the  soil  itself,  being  the  iron  ore  extracted 
from  the  very  soil  on  which  the  machinery  was  placed.  But 
if  I  read  that  case  aright,  it  was  with  a  view  to  the  manu- 
facture of  the  ore  so  extracted,  and  not  otherwise  to  the 
enjoyment  of  the  soil  itself, — in  other  words,  it  was  with 
a  view  to  purposes  of  manufacture  and  trade,  that  the  ma- 
chinery was  placed  there;  because  it  appears  that  the  de- 

(a)  12  CI.  &  F.  312. 
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ceased  was  ovmer  of  leasehold  as  well  as  of  freehold  property^ 
and  was  working  mines  in  the  former  as  well  as  in  the 
latter;  and  the  statement  that  ''  a  veiy  valuable  portion  of 
his  property  consisted  of  engines  employed  in  the  busiAeflB 
he  carried  on"  {a),  seems  as  applicable  to  engines  employed 
upon  ore  raised  from  the  leasehold  as  to  those  employed 
upon  ore  raised  from  the  freehold.  The  machinery,  there- 
fore, did  not  work  merely  the  produce  of  the  land  on  which 
it  was  placed.  In  that  case,  however.  Lord  BrougJuim,  in 
giving  the  reasons  for  his  vote,  says :  "  If  a  cider-mill  be  fixed 
to  the  soil,  though  it  is  a  manufactory,  and  erected  for  the 
purpose  of  a  manufactory,  if  it  is  really  solo  infizum,  it  is  per- 
fectly immaterial  whether  it  is  for  the  purpose  of  a  manu&o- 
tory,  or  a  granary,  or  a  bam,  or  anything  else.  It  is  a  fixture 
on  the  soil,  and  it  becomes  part  of  the  soil  Can  any  man  say 
that  one  of  the  great  brewhouses  would  belong  to  the  exe- 
cutor because  it  is  erected  for  the  purpose  of  manu&cture, 
and  wholly  imconnected  with  the  land.  For  a  brewhonse  is 
as  much  unconnected  with  any  crops  upon  the  land  upon 
which  it  is  situated,  as  a  cider-mill  can  be  said  to  be ;  it  is  for 
the  purpose  of  brewing  beer  out  of  malt,  which  need  not 
have  been  raised  on  that  land,  but  may  have  been  grown  in 
Russia  or  in  Africa,  It  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  land, 
as  may  be  seen  by  those  who  will  take  the  trouble  of  looking 
at  any  of  the  brewhouses  in  London,  which  are  established 
in  places  where  it  would  bo  very  difficult  to  find  a  blade  of 
grass,  much  less  a  crop  of  barley  of  which  to  make  malt 
But,  although  it  is  a  manufactory,  nobody  says  it  belongs  to 
the  executor,  nor  constitutes  what  the  Scotch  generally  call 
an  executry  fund,  it  would  go  imquestionably  to  the 
heir  "  (b).  Lord  Cottenharti  is  more  cautious,  as  was  his 
habit,  in  confining  himself  to  the  case  before  him ;  but  he 
makes  a  remark  which  shews  the  inclination  of  his  opin- 
ion upon  the  subject.     He  says:  "Although,  therefore,  ma- 


v»  12  01.  &F.  312. 


(h)  Id.  325,  326. 
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chinery  is  in  its  nature  generally  personal  property,  yet  with 
regard  to  machinery,  or  a  manufactory  erected  upon  the 
freehold  for  the  enjoyment  of  the  freehold,  nobody  can  sup- 
pose that  that  can  be  the  rule  of  law" — ^namely,  that  it 
goes  to  the  executor  and  not  to  the  heir, — "  and  so  with 
respect  to  other  erections  upon  land.  It  is  not  necessary  to 
go  beyond  the  present  case,  which  is  a  case  of  machinery 
erected  for  the  better  enjoyment  of  the  land  itself  The 
principle  probably  would  go  a  great  deal  further" — (although 
he  does  not  express  himself  as  Lord  Brougham  does,  he  in- 
timates that  the  inclination  of  his  mind  was,  that  the  prin- 
ciple would  go  a  great  deal  further) ; — "  but  it  is  more  advis- 
able to  conjfine  the  observations  I  have  to  make  to  the  par- 
ticular circumstances  of  this  case  "(a).  Lord  Campbell 
makes  this  comment:  "  The  learned  and  able  counsel  who 
argued  for  the  appellant,  were  almost  driven  to  admit,  that, 
in  this  case,  if  the  freehold  had  belonged,  by  hereditary  de- 
scent, to  Mr.  Dixon,  the  machinery  would  have  gone  to  the 
heir;  but  they  said  the  land  was  purchased  by  him  for  the 
purpose  of  trade,  and  therefore  this  introduced  a  new  dis- 
tinction. This  was  assuming,  that,  if  a  great  proprietor,  such 
as  Lord  Londonderry  in  the  county  of  Durham,  were  to 
erect  machinery  in  his  coal  works,  that  would  go  to  the  heir 
and  not  to  the  executor;  but  that,  if  a  person  bought  a  piece 
of  land  for  the  purpose  of  a  colliery,  and  erected  machinery 
upon  it,  his  having  bought  it  would  make  a  distinction  as  to 
the  character  of  the  machinery  "  (6). 


Here  the  mortgagors  bought  the  land  as  tenants  in  com- 
mon in  fee,  and  they  recite,  that,  having  so  bought  it,  they 
were  minded  to  niake  it  profitable.  In  such  a  locality  it 
would  have  been  of  comparatively  little  profit,  unless  it  had 
been  used  for  some  manufacturing  purpose.  They  conceived 
that  the  most  profitable  purpose  for  which  they  coidd  use  it 


{a)  12  01.  &  F.  329. 


(b)  Id.  331. 
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would  be  the  business  of  copper  roller  manubcturers.  I  ap- 
prehend, therefore,  that  the  case  comes  clearly  within  that 
of  machinery  affixed  to  land  by  the  owner  of  the  land,  tat 
the  purpose  of  better  and  more  beneficially  using  and  enjoy* 
ing  the  land  of  which  he  is  the  owner;  and  although  the 
means  of  such  use  and  enjoyment  be  manufacture  or  trader 
still  I  am  of  opinion,  that  all  such  of  the  articles  in  questioiL 
as  are  fixed  to  the  freehold,  whether  by  screws,  solder,  or 
any  other  permanent  means,  or  by  being  let  into  the  soil, 
are  within  the  authority  of  Fisher  v.  Discon,  partake  of  the 
nature  of  the  soil,  and  would  have  descended  to  the  heir 
along  with  and  as  part  of  the  soil  itself 


It  is  well  expressed  in  that  case,  that  the  principle  upon 
which  the  old  rule  of  law;  that  fixtures  pass  with  the  soil, 
was  relaxed  in  &vour  of  trade,  has  no  application  where, 
as  here,  the  parties  who  affixed  the  machinery  were  them- 
selves the  owners  in  fee  of  the  soiL  According  to  the  old 
rule  of  law,  if  that  which  would  otherwise  have  been  a  chat- 
tel had  been  affixed  to  the  soil,  whether  by  naU,  screw,  or 
otherwise,  it  passed  along  with  the  soil  to  which  it  had  been 
so  fixed.  In  the  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant,  but  in  that  re- 
lation alone,  the  rule  of  law  was  relaxed  for  the  encouragement 
of  trade ;  it  being  very  early  perceived  that  it  would  be  inju- 
rious to  trade  if  a  tenant  were  told  that  he  must  contrive  to 
conduct  his  trade  with  property  which  need  not  be  fixed,  in 
any  way,  to  the  soil,  or  he  would  at  once  be  held  to  have 
made  a  present  of  it  to  his  landlord ;  and,  accordingly,  as  be- 
tween landlord  and  tenant,  questions  of  some  difficulty  have 
arisen,  whether,  in  particular  instances,  chattels  pass  with  the 
freehold  of  the  land.  But  here, — ^and  it  was  the  case  also 
as  Lord  Cottenham  observed  in  Fisher  v.  Dixon  (a), — no 
suc]i  question  can  arise.  Here,  the  same  parties  were  own- 
ers both  of  the  fee  and  of  the  chattels  in  question.     There 
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was  no  landlord  between  whom  and  themselves  the  question 
could  arise.  In  the  exercise  of  their  own  discretion  as  to  the 
disposition  of  the  property,  they  fixed  certain  articles  to  the 
soil,  and  no  question  of  encouragement  to  trade  can  arisa 
Here,  therefore,  and  in  all  other  cases  where  the  owner  of 
the  chattel  is  also  the  owner  of  the  fee,  the  Court  can  at  once 
dismiss  from  its  consideration  the  entire  class  of  cases  in 
which  the  rule  of  law  has  been  relaxed  in  favour  of  trade, 
all  such  cases  presuming  the  existence  of  the  relation  of 
landlord  and  tenant 


1656. 
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This  consideration  disposes  of  the  decision, — I  do  not  say, 
of  the  dictum, — ^in  HeUa/weU  v.  E(i8tvx)od(a),  For  the  de- 
cision in  that  case  there  was  abundant  ground,  irrespective 
of  the  dictum.  The  tenant  had  annexed  to  the  fireehold 
property  which,  as  between  him  and  his  landlord,  would 
have  been  held,  on  a  determination  of  the  lease,  to  be  chat- 
tel property,  which  the  tenant  was  entitied  to  remova  The 
landlord  sought  to  distrain.  There  would  have  been  a 
manifest  inconsistency  in  holding  such  property  exempt  firom 
distress,  on  the  groimd  of  its  being  annexed  to  the  fireehold, 
when,  at  the  expiration  of  the  lease,  the  Court  must  have 
held  the  very  same  property  to  belong  to  the  tenant^  not- 
withstanding such  annexation.  That  case,  therefore,  in  com- 
mon with  the  numerous  other  cases  upon  the  question  of 
distress,  has  no  application  to  the  present.  And,  in  fact^  the 
only  point  for  which  it  was  cited  was  the  dictum  of  a  learned 
Judge,  whose  opinion  is  entitied  to  great  weight,  Mr.  Baron 
Parke,  who  there  makes  this  remark :  "  The  machines 
would  have  passed  to  the  executor:  per  Lord  Lyndhurst, 
C.  B.,  in  Trapped  v.  Barter.  They  would  not  have  passed 
by  a  conveyance  or  demise  of  the  mill/'  (He  takes  those 
two  points).  "  They  never  ceased  to  have  the  character  of 
moveable  chattels,  and  were  therefore  liable  to  the  Defend- 


(a)  6  Exch.  295. 
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ant's  distress  "  (a).  That  remark,  however,  is  a  mere'dictaiii, 
not  necessary  to  account  for  the  decision,  for  which  there 
was  abundant  ground  in  the  circumstances  I  have  mention- 
ed ;  and  I  cannot  but  think  that  the  numerous  class  of  cases 
ending  with  that  of  Fisher  v.  Diason,  which  does  not  appear 
to  have  been  cited  in  Hellawell  v.  Eastwood,  could  not 
have  been  present  to  the  mind  of  the  learned  Judge  to  whom 
that  dictum  is  attributed. 


On  the  other  hand,  the  authorities,  with  reference  to  the 
right  of  the  sheriff  to  seize  fixtures  under  a  fi.  fa.,  point  out 
very  clearly  the  distinction  to  be  drawn  where  the  owner  of 
the  fixtures  is  also  owner  of  the  fireehold  to  which  they  are 
annexed.  In  Winn  v.  Ingilhy  {b)  it  was  held,  that  the  she- 
riff had  no  right  imder  a  fi.  fa.  to  seize  fixtures  where  the 
house  in  which  they  are  situated  is  the  fireehold  of  the  per- 
son against  whom  the  execution  issues.  There  the  questum 
was  aa  to  ordinary  house  fixtures ;  but  in  Place  v.  Fogg  amd 
AshJby  (c),  the  property  in  question  was  the  stones,  tackling; 
and  implements  necessary  for  the  working  of  a  mill;  and  the 
case,  in  that  respect,  applies  more  closely  to  the  present.  In 
fact,  it  has  a  double  application  to  the  present,  for  there,  as 
here,  there  had  been  a  mortgage  of  the  mill,  and  it  was  held, 
that,  by  that  mortgage,  the  stones,  tackling,  and  implements 
necessary  for  the  working  of  the  mill  passed  to  the  mort- 
gagee. Upon  the  other  question,  viz.  that  of  the  sheriff's 
right  under  a  fi.  fa.,  it  was  held,  as  in  Winn  v.  Ingilby,  ihai, 
under  a  fi.  fa.,  the  sheriff  cannot  take  fixtures  in  a  house 
whereof  the  freehold  is  in  the  debtor.  That  decision  pro- 
ceeded upon  precisely  the  same  principle  as  the  one  on 
which  FiaJier  v.  Dixon  was  decided,  viz.  that  where  machi- 
nery of  this  description  has  been  attached  to  the  freehold  by 
the  owner  of  the  freehold  himself,  there,  as  between  his 
heir  and  executor,  the  machinery  is  to  be  treated  as  defi- 


(«)  fi  Exch.  31.'i.         'b)  6  B.  .^  AM.  ♦>25.         'v)  4  M.  .^  Ky.  277. 
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nitively  fixed  to  and  as  passing  with  the  freehold.  The  case  1866. 
came,  I  observe,  before  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  when  Mr. 
Justice  Parke  was  a  Judge  of  that  Court  There  was,  first, 
a  question  as  to  whether  the  articles  passed  by  the  convey- 
ance; as  to  which  it  was  argued  for  the  PlaintiflF,  that,  in 
Sheppard's  Touchstone,  p.  90,  it  is  said,  that,  by  the  grant  of 
a  mill,  the  millstone  will  pass,  albeit  at  the  time  of  the  grant 
it  be  actually  severed  from  the  mill.  Mr.  Justice  Parke  ob- 
served, that  no  authority  was  there  cited;  but  that,  in  Xi- 
ford's  case,  it  is  said,  and  it  is  resolved  in  14  Hen.  8, 
25  b,  in  Wystowe's  (xise,  of  Oray's  Inn,  that  if  a  man  has  a 
horsemill,  and  the  miller  take  the  millstone  out  of  the  mill, 
to  the  intent  to  pick  it  to  grind  the  better,  although  it  is  ac- 
tually severed  from  the  mill,  yet  it  remains  parcel  of  the 
mill  as  if  it  had  been  always  lying  upon  the  other  stone,  and, 
by  consequence,  by  the  lease  or  conveyance  of  the  mill  it 
shall  pass  with  it  Mr.  Justice  Bayley  gave  judgment  thus : 
"  Fixtures  which  the  tenant  has  a  right  to  remove,  may  be 
treated  as  chattels  in  a  proceeding  against  the  tenant,  but 
as  against  the  owner  of  the  estate  they  are  part  of  the  free- 
hold. No  delivery  of  the  fixtures  imder  the  mortgage  was 
necessary ;  for  the  reason  already  stated,  they  passed  with  the 
land.''  The  other  Judges,  Mr.  Justice  Parke  being  one,  con- 
curred. 

It  seems  to  me  exceedingly  difficult  to  distinguish  that 
case — a  case  of  a  millwright  using  a  mill  for  the  better  en- 
joyment of  his  land — from  that  of  millers  of  another  descrip- 
tion, whose  business  consists  of  rolling  copper  instead  of 
grinding  com,  and  who,  reciting  that  they  are  carrying  on 
that  business  upon  their  land,  convey  the  whole  of  the  land 
upon  which  it  is  so  carried  on,  in  the  terms  to  which  I  am 
about  to  refer. 

Having  recited  that  they  are  the  owners  of  the  land,  and 
that  they  have  erected  "  a  steam  engine  and  boilers,  toge- 
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iher  with  a  krge  quantity  of  mill-gear  and  millwright  woik," 
the  parties  in  this  case  grants  release,  and  convey  the  jdots 
of  land,  **  and  also  all  and  singular  the  steam  engine^  steam 
boilers^  mill-gear,  millwright  work  and  machinery,  now  or 
hereafter  to  be  fixed  to  the  said  lands,  hereditaments,  milb 
or  fieictories,  buildings,  and  premises,  or  any  of  them,  or  any 
part  thereof  together  with  all  houses,  outhouses,  edifices^ 
fixtures,  buildings,  roads,  ways,  paths,  passages,  waters,  and 
right  of  water,  watercourses,  lights,  liberties,  privileges,  ease- 
ments, rights,  members,  and  appurtenances  whatsoever." 

I  apprehend,  that^  accordiDg  to  Place  v.  Fogg  and  AMy, 
the  mere  grant  of  the  land,  following  upon  the  preceding 
recitals,  is  sufficient  to  carry  all  such  of  the  articles  in  ques- 
tion as  were  fixed  to  the  soil  in  the  manner  I  have  describ- 
ed. The  Court  will,  therefore,  infer  that  all  such  artides 
passed  by  the  mere  grant  of  the  land,  unless  in  that  which 
follows  the  grant  of  the  land  there  is  suffident  to  rebut  that 
inference. 

In  reference  to  this  question  it  was  argued  on  the  part  of 
the  Defendants,  that,  although  by  a  mere  conveyance  of  the 
land  and  mills,  without  more,  everything  connected  with  the 
working  of  the  mills  and  attached  to  the  fireehold  might 
have  been  held  to  pass,  yet,  in  this  case,  certain  things  so 
connected  with  the  working  of  the  mills  and  attached  to  the 
fireehold  are  expressly  enumerated  in  the  clause:  "  and  also 
all  and  singular  the  steam  engine,  steam  boilers,  mill-gear, 
millwright  work,  and  machinery  now  or  hereafter  to  be 
fixed  to  the  said  lands ;'  and  the  case  of  Hare  v.  Horton(a) 
was  cited,  to  shew  that  this  circimistance  rebuts  the  infer- 
ence, that  everything  connected  with  the  working  of  the 
mills,  and  attached  to  the  freehold,  passed  by  the  mere  con- 
veyance of  the  pieces  of  land  and  mills,  and  proves  that  no- 


(a)  6  R  &  Ad.  715. 
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thing  was  intended  to  pass  except  such  things  as  are 
expressly  enumerated;  and,  although,  among  the  things  so 
expressly  enimierated,  the  word  "  fixtures  *'  occurs,  yet  that 
word  must  be  restricted  to  fixtures  ejusdem  generis  with 
those  previously  mentioned,  the  consequence  of  which,  it 
was  contended,  would  be  to  exclude  everything  except  mar 
chinery  in  the  nature  of  that  mentioned  in  the  previous  re- 
citals as  having  been  placed  upon  the  premises  by  the 
mortgagors. 
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Now,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  this  consequence  would  not 
follow,  even  assuming  the  inference  in  question  to  be  rebut- 
ted by  the  enumeration  of  specific  articles,  which  follows  the 
grant  of  the  land  and  mills:  for  the  recital  relative  to  the 
machinery  was  evidently  inserted,  not  for  the  purpose  which 
the  argument  presumes,  but  to  shew  that  the  mortgagors 
had  brought  their  fiEictory  into  complete  and  active  opera- 
tion. 


But  I  am  further  of  opinion,  that  the  inference  in  ques- 
tion, viz.  that  everything  connected  with  the  working  of  the 
mills,  and  attached  to  the  fireehold,  passed  by  the  mere  con- 
veyance of  the  pieces  of  land  and  mills,  is  not  rebutted  by  the 
subsequent  enumeration  of  specific  articles.  Upon  this  point 
the  case  of  Hare  v.  Horton — ^the  only  case  cited  on  the 
part  of  the  Defendants  in  support  of  this  argument^ — ap- 
pears to  me  to  have  no  application.  It  is  clear  to  me,  that^ 
in  this  case,  the  object  of  the  enumeration  of  specific  articles 
was  merely  to  shew  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  mortga- 
gors to  pass  all  that  the  Court  would  infer  to  pass  by  a  con- 
veyance of  the  land.  It  may  have  been,  and  in  my  opinion 
it  was,  superfluous  to  enumerate  those  articles,  which  would 
have  passed  without  any  such  enumeration.  Indeed,  in  ^are 
v.  Horton,  it  was  held  that  the  fixtures  in  the  foimdry  would 
have  passed  by  a  mere  conveyance  of  the  foundry  itsel£ 
But  it  cannot  be  said,  that,  because  in  this  case  specific  ar- 
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tides  are  expressly  enumerated,  they  are,  therefore,  less  part 
of  the  freehold  or  less  attached  to  it 

Having  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that  everything  con- 
nected with  the  working  of  the  mill,  and  attached  to  tha 
soil,  passed  by  the  mere  conveyance  of  the  land — and  with 
the  exception  of  the  dictimi  of  Mr.  Baron  Parke  in  HeUawdl 
V.  Eastwood  (a),  there  is  not  a  single  authority  in  the  way 
of  that  conclusion, — I  have  to  consider  how  the  recent  case 
of  Ex  parte  Barclay  (6)  bears  upon  the  present.  I  think 
that  it  has  a  considerable  bearing  upon  the  present  case,  and 
furnishes  a  statement  of  the  law  as  to  the  effect  of  convey- 
ances of  this  description,  which  I  am  not  only  bound  to  re- 
spect from  its  authority,  but  which  seems  to  be  extremely 
clear  and  correct  There  the  question  was  one  of  reputed 
ownership.  A  firm  of  brewers  had  taken  from  a  publican  a 
deposit  of  a  lease,  with  a  memorandum  by  which  he  acknow- 
ledged that  the  firm  were  to  be  mortgagees  of  the  leasehold 
property,  of  the  fixtures  and  appurtenances  to  the  premises 
belonging,  and  of  the  goodwill  of  the  business.  The  Lord 
Chancellor  says,  and  the  Lords  Justices  concurred  vnth  him, 
"  We  assume,  for  the  purpose  of  this  argument,  that  these 
are  fixtures  which  might  be  removed  by  the  tenant  without 
giving  any  ground  of  action  to  the  landlord.  Still,  so  long 
as  the  term  subsists,  they  have  no  existence  separate  firom 
the  soil  or  building  to  which  they  are  annexed;  and  in  case 
of  bankruptcy,  the  right  to  remove  them,  which  belongs  to 
the  tenant,  would  pass  to  his  assignees,  and  they  would  have 
against  the  landlord  the  same  right  as  the  bankrupt  himself 
had.  If,  however,  the  bankrupt  has,  previously  to  his  bank- 
ruptcy, parted  with  the  house  or  building,  he  has,  prima  &cie 
at  least,  parted  with  the  fixtures.  This  was  the  principle 
upon  which  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  acted  in  Cclegrave 
V.  Dias  SatUos,  in  1834*;  and  it  can  make  no  difference  whe- 
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ther  the  conveyance  is  absolute,  or  only  by  way  of  mort- 
gage." 

In  the  present  case,  it  is  not  necessary  for  me  to  go  so  far 
as  the  Lord  Chancellor  went  in  the  passage  I  have  cited 
firom  Ex  parte  Barclay ,  but  I  mention  that  case  in  reference 
to  the  argument,  with  which  I  was  much  pressed,  that  if  I 
hold  that  the  mortgage  in  this  case  carried  the  fixtures,  I 
shall  be  introducing  a  distinction  most  injurious  to  persons 
in  trade,  viz.  that,  if  a  person  in  trade  happens  to  be  a  free- 
holder, a  mortgage  by  him  of  his  land  will  carry  fixtures  on 
the  land,  even  against  his  assignees,  whereas,  if  he  were 
merely  tenant  for  a  term  of  years,  such  fixtures  would 
not  pass.  It  is  not  necessary  for  me  to  determine  whe- 
ther such  a  result  would  follow  or  not ;  because  the  autho- 
rities I  have  referred  to,  and  especially  that  of  the  House 
of  Lords  in  Fisher  v.  Dixon  (a),  appear  to  me  to  go  the 
whole  length  of  supporting  the  decision  at  which  I  have 
arrived,  whether  such  an  absurd  result  as  the  argument  re- 
presents would  or  would  not  follow  from  my  decision.  But 
it  appears  to  me,  that  such  a  result  would  not  necessarily 
follow.  The  cases  of  fi.  fa.  and  of  distress  involve  no  such 
distinction  as  the  argument  implies.  It  does  not  follow, 
because  a  tenant's  fixtures  are  liable,  while  he  is  in  posses- 
sion simply  qua  tenant,  to  be  distrained  by  his  landlord,  or 
to  be  taken  in  execution  under  a  fi.  fa.  levied  on  him  by  a 
judgment-creditor,  that,  therefore,  in  a  case  where  the  te- 
nant, while  owner  both  of  the  land  for  the  term  and  of  the 
things  fixed  to  the  land,  has  assigned  the  land  by  words 
which  in  a  conveyance  of  the  freehold  would  have  carried 
the  fixtures,  the  mere  circumstance  of  his  being  tenant  for 
a  term  of  years  prevents  such  fixtures  from  passing  by  his 
conveyance.  He  has  an  interest  in  the  fixtures,  as  the  Lord 
Chancellor  expresses  it  in  Ex  paHe  Barclay,  and  he  has  an 
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interest  in  the  land.  Having  an  interest  in  both,  the  bank- 
rupt in  that  case  was  held  to  have  made  over  that  interest 
in  both  to  the  firm,  and  for  that  reason  it  was  that  the  Court 
held  that  the  fixtures  were  not  in  his  order  and  dispoeition, 
but  were  property  as  to  which — ^whatever  he  might  have  been 
able  to  do  before  his  assignment, — ^he  could  never  after  that 
assignment  insist,  as  against  the  mortgagee,  upon  his  right 
to  remove  any  portion.  Having  mortgaged  all  his  interest 
as  tenant,  to  the  extent  of  the  term,  and  that  interest  ex- 
tending to  the  fixtures  as  weU  as  to  the  leasehold  premises; 
he  could  not  afterwards  claim  those  fixtures  as  against  the 
mortgagee,  nor,  I  apprehend,  would  a  fi.  fa.  against  him  have 
had  any  operation  as  against  his  own  act  I  am,  theiefofe^ 
of  opinion,  although,  as  I  have  already  observed,  it  is  mme- 
oessary  for  me  to  decide  this  point,  that  the  conclusion 
at  which  I  have  arrived  in  this  case  involves  no  such  dis- 
tinction as  the  argument  represented,  between  the  operation, 
as  regards  fixtures  upon  land,  of  a  conveyance  of  the  land 
by  way  of  lease  and  release,  where  the  owner  is  seised  in  fee, 
and  that  of  an  assignment  of  it  for  the  residue  of  the  tenn, 
where  he  is  a  mere  tenant  for  years. 


It  remains  to  consider  the  effect  of  the  covenant,  on  the 
part  of  the  mortgagors,  not  to  remove  any  of  the  particulars 
comprised  in  the  mortgage  without  the  permission  of  the 
mortgagees ;  in  reference  to  which  it  was  argued,  that,  if  I 
held  the  mortgage-deed  to  pass  the  whole  of  the  fixtures  now 
in  question,  then,  having  regard  to  the  covenant,  it  would 
follow  that  the  mortgage  was  an  act  of  bankruptcy. 

From  the  commencement  I  had  no  doubt  upon  this  pait 
of  the  case.  There  was  otlier  property  of  considerable  value 
to  which  the  mortgagors  were  entitled;  and  I  have  not  heard 
of  any  case  in  which  an  assignment  of  a  portion  of  a  trader's 
property  has  been  held  an  act  of  bankruptcy.  During  the 
whole  course  of  their  business,  prior  to  the  date  of  the  deed. 
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there  is  no  trace  of  the  bankrupts'  having  ever  been  arrest- 
ed. The  transaction,  at  the  time  it  took  place,  was  clear 
fix>m  all  intention  of  fraud,  both  as  regards  the  lenders  and 
as  regards  the  borrowers: — as  regards  the  lenders,  because 
it  is  plain  that  they  expected  the  borrowers  would  carry  on 
business  for  a  considerable  time,  they  lent  their  money  for 
seven  years,  and  clearly  expected  that  the  business  would  be 
carried  on  during  the  whole  of  that  period ;  as  regards  the 
borrowers,  because  it  appears  that  they  endeavoured  to  sti- 
pulate that  they  should  be  at  liberty  to  pay  ofif  the  mortgage- 
debt  within  the  seven  years,  and  that  was  refused  Then,  as 
to  the  subsequent  operation  of  the  transaction,  the  Bartons 
haul  other  property  in  Manchester^  where  they  once  carried 
on  basiness,  and  the  7000?.  advanced  to  them  upon  the  se- 
curity of  this  mortgage  would  have  enabled  them,  if  it  were 
necessary,  to  remove  and  set  up  business  in  Manchester. 


1856. 


Judgment, 


But  it  was  argued,  that,  if  the  mortgage  had  been  en- 
forced, and  the  whole  of  the  property  seized,  the  trade  of  the 
mortgagors  would  have  been  at  an  end.  That  argument  as- 
sumes all  the  mortgage-money  to  have  been  improperly 
spent  The  true  construction  of  the  bankrupt  law  is  this: 
Is  the  act  in  question  such  as  to  put  an  end  to  all  hope 
that  the  party  will  carry  on  the  business?  Here  there  was 
nothing  of  the  kind.  An  advance  of  7000!.  was  made,  with 
which  the  Bartons  might  have  gone  on  with  their  business. 
And  I  cannot  compare  the  case  with  Ex  parte  Span^ow  (a), 
of  which  I  need  say  no  more  than  that  the  present  differs 
from  it  essentially  in  all  the  material  elements  which  I  have 
for  consideration.  This  transaction  is  as  open,  and  as  free 
from  any  ingredient  of  fraud,  as  any  that  can  well  be  con- 
ceived; and  that  being  so,  the  mere  circumstance  of  the  in- 
sertion of  the  covenant  not  to  remove  any  of  the  mortgaged 
particulars  without  the  mortgagees'  consent,  cannot  give  to 


(a)  2  De  G.  M.  &  G.  907. 
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it  that  effect  for  which  the  Defendants  contend.  Doubtlew 
it  may  be  inconvenient  for  a  mortgagor  to  be  obliged  to  con- 
sult his  mortgagee  before  he  is  at  liberty  to  remove  a  single 
article  of  property  thus  mortgaged ;  but  I  cannot  infer  that 
the  mortgagees  in  this  case  would  be  likely  to  be  so  impm- 
dent  as  regards  their  own  interest, — ^not  to  say  so  imreason- 
able  as  regards  the  interests  of  the  mortgagors, — as  to  use  the 
power  given  them  by  the  covenant  in  any  way  except  such 
as  would  make  the  most  of  their  security.  That  security 
consisted  in  the  continuance  of  the  business ;  and  I  cannot  in- 
fer from  the  covenant  that  the  mortgagees  were  thereby  em- 
powered to  exercise  an  improper  control  so  as  to  prevent  its 
continuance. 


If  the  fixtures  passed  in  the  manner  I  have  described,  by 
the  mere  grant  of  the  land  and  mills  or  factories,  it  was  con- 
ceded by  Mr.  Danidy  although  Mr.  Little  did  not  seem  quite 
to  accede  to  that  view,  that  the  question  as  to  the  Act  for  the 
Registration  of  Bills  of  Sale  (17  &  18  Vict,  a  37),  does  not 
arise.  It  does  not  seem  to  me  possible  that  it  can  arisa 
That  Act  only  says,  that  where  a  person  makes  a  bill  of  sale 
of  any  part  of  his  chattels,  including  fixtures,  that  bill  of  sale 
must  be  registered  in  a  particular  way.  Here,  no  bill  of  sale 
was  ever  required  to  be  made.  A  conveyance  is  made  of  the 
freehold,  and  that  conveyance  carries  fixtures.  To  hold 
that  an  Act  of  Parliament,  which  says,  that,  where  bills  of 
sale  are  used,  they  shall  be  dealt  with  in  a  particular  man- 
ner, applies  to  a  case  where  no  such  thing  is  used  or  requir- 
ed to  be  used,  but  where  the  whole  of  the  property  passes 
by  the  conveyance  of  the  fee  simple,  would  be  to  give  a  con- 
struction to  the  Act  far  beyond  anything  which  was  within 
its  purview.  To  cases  like  that  of  Ex  parte  Spari*ow  (a) 
the  Act  would  apply.  There  a  bill  of  sale  was  made  of  all  the 
effects  in  the  house  of  the  mortgagor,  and  the  mortgagee  was 


(a)  2  De  G.  M.  &  G.  907. 
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entitled  to  come  at  a  moment's  notice  and  seize  the  whole 
of  the  property.  Up  to  the  moment  of  seizure  he  would  not 
become  the  true  owner,  and  he  might  have  allowed,  and  did 
in  fact  allow,  the  mortgagor  to  go  on  to  the  very  verge  of 
bankruptcy  before  seizing,  and  so  making  himself  the  true 
owner  of  the  property.  That  was  a  very  great  inconvenience, 
and  for  cases  of  that  description  the  Act  was  intended  by  the 
Legislature  as  a  remedy.  But,  I  apprehend,  the  Act  has 
no  application  to  a  case  such  as  that  before  me,  in  which  I 
am  of  opinion,  for  the  reasons  I  have  stated,  that  the  fixtures 
passed  by  the  conveyance  of  the  land,  so  that  from  the  mo- 
ment when  the  conveyance  was  executed,  the  true  ownership 
of  the  fixtures  was  in  the  mortgagees. 
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As  to  the  particular  articles,  the  cisterns,  standing  merely 
by  their  own  weight,  do  not  pass. 


The  only  other  articles  about  which  there  is  any  question, 
are  those  comprised  in  the  fourth  class.  That  class  com- 
prises one  machine,  consisting  of  two  parts,  the  one  being 
what  is  called  a  bed  firmly  fixed,  as  to  which  there  is  no 
doubt  that  it  passed,  the  other  of  an  instrument  which  runs 
upon  this  bed,  and  is  therefore  moveable,  though  fixed  in  its 
place  firom  time  to  time  by  a  kind  of  clamp  or  vice.  In  re- 
ference to  this  machine,  the  observations  which  I  read  of  Mr. 
Baron  Parke  in  Place  v.  Fogg  amd  Ashby,  are  of  import- 
ance, where  he  states,  upon  the  authority  of  the  old  books, 
that>  if  the  thing  in  question  is  an  essential  part  of  the  ma- 
chine, then,  although  moveable,  and  although  it  may  have 
been  actually  removed  for  a  particular  purpose, — as  a  mill- 
stone removed  for  repair,  still  it  is  to  be  treated  as  belong- 
ing to  the  machine ;  and  if  the  machine  itself  is  held  to  be 
a  fixture,  the  moveable  part  of  it  must  be  also  so  held. 
Here,  the  bed  of  the  machine  may  be  compared  to  the  lower 
millstone,  and  the  instrument  in  question  which  runs  upon 
the  bed,  being  admitted  to  be  a  part  of  the  machine,  al- 
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1866.  though  capable,  like  any  moveable  part  of  a  steam  eDgine, 
of  being  detached,  must  be  held  to  be  included  within  tlie 
meaning  of  the  word  "fixtures." 

Judgment.  There  must  be  a  declaration  that  all  the  articles  in  ques- 
tion, with  certain  exceptions  to  be  specified  in  the  deoree» 
and  which  will  be  confined  to  articles  standing  merely  by 
their  own  weight,  passed  by  the  conveyance  of  the  23rd  of 
August,  1854,  to  the  Plaintiffs;  and  then  there  will  be  the 
common  mortgage  decree. 


MayZist.     In  THE  Matter  of  THE  BANKRUPT  LAW  CONSO- 
LIDATION ACT,  1849. 

In  the  Matter  of  THE  TRUSTS  OF  THE  MARRI- 
AGE SETTLEMENT  OF  CHARLES  BANKHEAD 
AND  MARIA.  HORATIA  his  WIFE. 

Banhntpte^  JjY  an  indenture,  dated  1825,  being  the  settlement  made 
c.  106,  M.  125,  ^9  contemplation  of  the  marriage  of  the  petitioners  Maria 
l^^^l^j^  Horatia  Bankhead,  then  Paul  spinster,  and  Charles  Bank- 
Order  andDU-  head,  Certain  trust  funds  were  assigned  to  Sir  Charles  Mary 

potUion — Con- 
sent of  true 
Owner— Chose  in  Action — Appropriation  of  Securities— DedarcUion  of  Trust, 

A  sole  trustee,  who  had  appropriated  40002.,  part  of  the  trust  property,  deposited  in  the 
box  in  which  he  kept  the  trust  deed  and  the  securities  for  other  portions  of  the  trust  funds, 
two  policies  of  assurance,  one  on  his  own  life  for  2000/.,  the  other  on  the  life  of  his  fiither  for 
3000/.,  inclosing  them  in  an  envelope  with  a  memorandum,  that,  **  in  the  event  of  his  **  (the 
trustee's)  "  death,"  the  amount  of  the  inclosed  policies  was  to  be  applied  to  the  repayment 
of  4000/.  borrowed  by  him  of  the  cestui  que  trust  Six  years  afterwards  the  trustee  beoame 
bankrupt.  The  policy  for  2000/.  was  found  by  the  officer  of  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  in- 
closed with  the  memorandum  in  the  box,  the  other  policy  having  been  paid  to  the  bonkrapi 
upon  his  fi&ther's  death : — Held,  as  between  the  cestui  que  trust  and  the  aspagnees  in  bank- 
ruptcy,— 

First,  that,  notwithstanding  the  words  importing  contingency,  the  memorandum  was  a 
valid  declaration  that  the  policy  was,  in  any  event,  subject  to  the  trusts  of  the  settlement. 

Secondly,  that,  thei*e  being  a  valid  declaration  of  trust  by  the  solo  trustee,  he  was  the  pro- 
per person  to  be  in  possession  of  the  policy,  in  other  words  **  the  true  owner  "  within  the 
meaning  of  the  12  &  1 3  Vict.  c.  106 ;  and  he  being  also  in  the  reputed  possession  of  the  pro- 
perty when  the  bankruptcy  took  place,  there  was  no  separation  of  interests,  the  true  owner 
and  the  reputed  owner  were  the  same  person,  and  the  125th  section  of  the  Act  did  not  ap- 
ply. And  an  order  was  made,  imder  the  130th  section,  for  an  assignment  of  the  poUcy  to 
the  new  trustees  of  the  settlement 
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Wervtworth  and  Sir  John  Dean  Paul,  upon  trust  for  the        i856. 
separate  use  of  the  petitioner,  for  life,  without  power  of  an-      ^^fTT' 

ticipation,  and,  after  her  decease,  upon  trusts  for  the  benefit  B^khead's 
of  her  husband  and  the  children  of  the  marriage. 

In  IS*^,  a  sum  of  16,500Z.,  part  of  the  trust  funds,  waa 
paid  to  Sir  Charles  and  Sir  John  as  trustees  of  the  settle- 
ment. In  the  same  year  Sir  Charles  died.  In  1846  Sir 
John  laid  out  portions  of  the  16,500Z.,  amounting  to  7300?., 
upon  various  mortgage  securities,  advanced  other  portions 
upon  interest,  and  retained  the  remaining  portion,  amount- 
ing to  4000?.,  in  his  own  hands. 

The  settlement,  and  the  securities  for  the  funds  subject  to 
the  settlement,  were  deposited  by  Sir  John  Dea/n  Paul  in 
a  tin  box,  provided  for  the  purpose  shortly  after  the  mar- 
riage, marked  "  /.  D.  Paul,  Bankhead'a  Trust."  and  kept  in 
the  strong  room  at  the  banking-house  of  the  firm  oiStrahan, 
Paul,  <k  Bates,  of  which  he  was  a  member. 

Previously  to  August,  1848,  Sir  John  had  deposited  in 
this  box  the  deeds  constituting  the  mortgage  securities  for 
the  7300?.  And  on  the  26th  of  August,  1848,  he  deposited 
in  the  same  box  two  policies  of  assurance,  one  for  2000?.  ef- 
fected upon  his  own  life,  and  dated  21st  of  September,  1837, 
the  other  for  3000?.  effected  on  the  life  of  his  father,  and  as- 
signed to  himsel£  These  policies  were  inclosed  in  an  enve- 
lope, together  with  a  memorandum  in  these  words: — "  Au- 
gust 26th,  1848.  Temple-bar,  In  the  event  of  my  death 
the  amount  of  the  inclosed  policies  of  insurance  for  3000?. 
and  2000?.  to  be  applied  respectively  to  the  repayment  of 
4000?.  borrowed  by  me  of  Mrs.  Bankhead,  at  4?.  per  cent. 
J,  D.  Paul."  The  memorandum  was  signed  by  Sir  John 
on  the  day  of  its  date. 

Upon  the  death  of  his  &ther,  the  3000?.,  assured  by  the 
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1866.        policy  effected  on  the  life  of  the  latter  was  received  by  Sir 

/»  re        John.    The  policy  for  2000i.,  together  with  the  memoran- 

^^Trust^*"    dum  inclosed  in  the  envelope,  remained  in  the  box  from  the 

26th  of  August,  1848,  to  the  time  of  Sir  John's  bankruptcy. 


SlaUment. 


On  the  11th  of  June,  1855,  Sir  John  and  his  partners  in 
the  firm  were  adjudicated  bankrupts. 

The  policy  for  2000Z.  was  foimd  by  the  officer  of  the  Court 
of  Bankruptcy  inclosed  with  the  memorandum  in  the  enve- 
lope in  the  tin  box  above  mentioned. 

The  4000^  was  in  the  hands  of  the  bankrupt,  and  due 
from  him  at  the  time  of  his  bankruptcy. 

By  an  indenture,  dated  the  4th  of  September,  1855,  Sir 
WUliam  Eden  and  Charles  Ward  were  appointed  trustees 
of  the  settlement  of  1825,  in  the  place  of  Sir  Charles  Mary 
Wentivorth  and  Sir  John  Dean  Pavl, 

The  assignees  took  possession  of  and  claimed  to  retain  the 
policy  for  2000i. 

• 

A  petition  was  now  presented  imder  the  180th  section  of 
the  Bankrupt  Law  Consolidation  Act,  1849,  praying  that 
the  assignees  might  be  ordered  to  assign,  transfer,  and  deliver 
the  policy  for  2000i.  to  the  trustees  of  the  settlement,  to  the 
intent  that  the  same  might  be  held  by  them  upon  the  trusts 
of  the  settlement,  or  such  trusts  as  the  same  was  subject 
to  before  the  bankruptcy. 


Argumeiu.         Mr.  Rolt,  Q,  C,  and  Mr.  W.  D.  Lewis,  for  the  petitioners : — 

First,  the  memorandimi  was  a  valid  declaration  of  trusty 
the  words  "  in  the  event  of  my  death  "  are  to  be  interpreted 
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"  upon  my  death,"  that  event  being  certain,  not  contingent; 
or  if  used  in  a  contingent  sense,  which  however  we  dispute, 
the  words  can  only  mean  "  in  the  event  of  my  death  before 
the  money  is  paid" 

Secondly,  the  omission  to  give  notice  of  the  deposit  at  the 
insurance  oflSce  was  immaterial  It  will  be  said,  that,  notice 
not  having  been  given,  the  policy  was  left  in  the  order  and 
disposition  of  the  bankrupt  by  the  consent  and  permission  of 
the  true  owner,  and  that  therefore,  by  the  125th  section  of 
the  Bankrupt  Law  Consolidation  Act,  the  creditors  are  enti- 
tled. But,  by  the  words  "  true  owner,"  in  that  section,  the 
Legislature  must  mean,  in  such  a  case  as  this,  the  person  who 
is  owner  as  against  all  the  world  except  those  claiming  un- 
der the  settlement  Tried  by  this  test.  Sir  John  was  the 
true  owner.  To  make  out  their  case  the  assignees  must  shew, 
that,  at  law,  he  was  not  entitled  to  this  policy — ^if  they  can- 
not shew  this,  he  was  the  true  owner.  They  cannot  look  be- 
hind his  legal  title  to  see  whether  it  was  not  affected  by  a 
trust  Here,  if  Sir  John  was  the  reputed  owner,  he  was  also 
the  true  owner  of  the  policy ;  and  where  the  true  owner  and 
the  reputed  owner  are  the  same  person,  the  125th  section 
does  not  apply:  Lord  Redeadale  in  Joy  v.  Campbell  (a).  To 
bring  the  case  within  the  statute  there  must  be  a  real  owner 
distinct  from  an  apparent  owner,  and  the  real  owner  must 
consent  to  the  apparent  ownership  as  such:  per  Lord  Cran- 
vxyrth  in  Ex  parte  Barclay  (6).  And,  not  a  month  since, 
this  rule  was  acted  upon  by  the  Lords  Justices  in  a  similar 
case  arising  imder  this  very  bankruptcy:  Ex  parte  Graves, 
In  re  Strahan  (c). 

[They  cited  also  Belcher  v.  Bellamy  (d),  to  shew  that  the 
policy  of  the  law  as  to  reputed  ownership  does  not  apply  to 
choses  in  action,  which  the  bankrupt  has  kept,  perhaps,  in 
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In  re 

Ban&ukad*s 

Trust. 

Aryument^ 


(a)  1  Sch.  &  Lef.  336. 
(6)  6  De  G.  M.  &  G.  416. 


(c)  May  3rd,  1866,  not  reported. 
(gO  2  Exch.  309. 
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1856.  his  desk,  "  no  man  having/'  as  it  was  there  said,  "  a  reputed 

In  re  Ownership  of  debta''] 
Ba.nkhsad*8 


Tbuot. 
Arffument, 


Even  if  this  had  been  a  voluntary  or  unilateral  dedaia- 
tion  of  trusty  the  equitable  title  of  the  cestui  que  trust 
would  have  been  perfected  without  notice  to  the  assurance 
oflSce:  Piiikett  v.  Wright  (a) ;  but  here  consideration  pass- 
ed— ^the  trustee  has  spent  the  money. 

Mr.  Daniel,  Q.  C,  for  the  trustees,  took  no  part  in  the 
argument. 

Mr.  Chandleaa,  Q.  C,  for  the  assignees: — 

Firsts  the  memorandum  is  not  a  declaration  of  trust,  but  ra- 
ther in  the  nature  of  a  direction  to  Sir  John's  executors;  for, 
whatever  interpretation  might  have  been  put  upon  the 
words  "  in  the  event  of  my  death  "  if  the  deposit  had  been 
merely  of  the  policy  upon  his  own  Ufe,  here  there  was  a  de- 
posit also  of  the  policy  on  the  life  of  his  father.  If  the 
transaction  had  come  to  Ught  before  the  bankruptcy,  could 
the  cestui  que  trust  have  maintained  a  bill  to  enforce  the 
security? 

Secondly,  even  if  this  was  a  valid  declaration  of  trust,  still, 
no  notice  having  been  given  to  the  insiurance  office,  the  goods 
remained  in  the  order  and  disposition  of  the  bankrupt  with 
the  consent  of  the  true  owner,  and  the  case  is  within  the 
1 25th  section  of  the  Act  The  character  of  the  trustee  was 
affected  by  the  circumstance  of  his  being  a  debtor  to  the 
trust  estate. 

A  reply  was  not  heard. 


(a)  2  Hai-e,  120. 


GASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


565 


ViCE-CflANCELLOR  SiR  W.   PaGE  WoOD: — 

The  only  question  in  this  case  is  that  as  to  the  construc- 
tion to  be  put  upon  the  memorandum  which  accompanied 
the  deposit  of  the  policy  in  question,  viz.  whether  the  me- 
morandum is  a  valid  declaration  that  the  policy  was,  in  any 
event,  to  be  subject  to  the  trusts  of  the  settlement  If  that 
point  is  clear,  then,  I  apprehend,  that  the  other  objection, 
viz.  that  which  turned  upon  the  125th  section  of  the  Bank- 
rupt Law  Consolidation  Act,  1849,  is  removed  by  the  recent 
decision  of  the  Lords  Justices  in  Ex  parte  Graves,  In  re 
Strahan.  If  you  once  get  a  suflScient  declaration  of  trust 
by  a  party  who  is  the  sole  trustee,  he  is  the  proper  person  to 
be  in  possession  of  the  policy, — in  other  words,  he  is  "  the  true 
owner  "  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act ;  and  he  being  also  in 
the  reputed  possession  of  the  property  when  the  bankruptcy 
takes  place,  there  is  no  separation  of  interest,  the  true  owner 
and  the  reputed  owner  are  the  same  person;  Joy  v.  Carn/p- 
bell  (a)  shews  that  the  125th  section  of  the  Act  does  not  ap- 
ply ;  and,  as  was  held  by  the  Lords  Justices  in  Ex  parte 
Graves,  the  policy,  when  the  bankruptcy  takes  place,  is  af- 
fected with  the  trust. 


1856. 

In  re 

Bajtkhbad'i 

Tbust. 


If  this  had  been  merely  a  voluntary  declaration  on  the 
part  of  Sir  John  Dean  Paul,  a  serious  question  might  have 
been  raised  as  to  its  eflfect  But  that  was  not  the  case.  He 
was  a  trustee,  had  spent  part  of  the  trust  money,  and  was  a 
debtor  for  the  amoimt  so  spent  to  the  trust  estate;  and  be- 
ing in  that  position,  he,  by  this  memorandum  and  deposit^ 
takes  express  notice  of  the  trust  and  of  his  debt 

Then,  as  to  the  previous  question  of  the  construction  to  be 
put  upon  the  memorandum,  if  the  deposit  had  been  simply 
of  the  policy  upon  his  own  life,  no  question  could  have  been 
raised  as  to  the  efiFect  of  the  words  "  in  the  event  of  my 


(a)  1  Sch.  &  Lef.  328,  336. 
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death/'  since  the  meaning  would  have  been  obviously  that 
for  which  the  petitioners  contend.  The  difficulty  is  raised 
by  the  circumstance,  that  it  was  a  deposit  not  only  of  the 
policy  on  his  own  life,  but  also  of  the  policy  on  the  life  of  his 
father — a  circumstance  which  certainly  affords  an  argument 
in  support  of  the  construction  for  which  the  assignees  con- 
tend, viz.  that  the  memorandum  was  intended  as  a  direction 
to  the  bankrupt's  executors. 


Looking,  however,  to  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case, — 
to  the  facts  that  the  bankrupt  was  a  debtor  to  the  trust  es- 
tate, that  he  took  express  notice  of  the  trust  and  of  his  debt, 
and  to  the  circumstance  of  the  deposit  of  the  policies  in  the 
box,  I  think,  that,  if  there  is  a  doubt,  I  ought  to  consider 
these  circumstances  as  shewing  that  it  was  his  intention  to 
do,  by  means  of  the  memorandum  in  question,  that  which  it 
was  his  duty  to  do,  viz.  to  provide,  in  any  event,  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  4000{.  which  he  owed  to  the  trust  estate.  I 
therefore  hold,  that>  notwithstanding  the  words  importing 
contingency,  the  memorandum  was  a  valid  declaration  that 
the  policy  was,  in  any  events  to  be  subject  to  the  trusts  of 
the  settlement. 

The  result  is,  that  there  must  be  an  order  according  to  the 
prayer  of  the  petition. 


With  regard  to  costs,  there  was  sufficient  doubt  upon 
the  questions  involved  to  entitle  the  assignees  to  raise  the 
question.  There  will  therefore  be  no  costs  on  either  side 
The  costs  of  the  assignees  will  come  out  of  the  bankrupt's 
estate.  Those  of  the  petitioners  and  of  the  trustees  out  of 
the  trust  estate. 
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MASON  U  BAKER  May  lad: 

27th, 

Eliza  BETH  LL  O  yd,  widow,  by  her  will,  dated  in  1852,    wm--Cim- 

amongst  other  things,  made  the  following  bequests : — "  20002.   ckUdrm  of 

ZL  per  Cent.  Consolidated  Annuities,  and  all  such  dividends  ^'  ««^- 

and  interest  as  may  be  due  thereon  at  the  time  of  my  de-  ^  bequest  of 
,  ,  rendue "  to 

cease,  unto  my  brother-in-law  the  said  (?.  Mason,  his  execu-  aUthechildren 

tors  and  administrators;  and,  in  order  to  give  eflfect  to  this  a  and  myriad 

my  will,  I  request  that  the  said  William  J,  Gubitt  will  unite  *®^^''  ^^, 

with  him  or  them  in  executing  any  deed  or  instrument  which  ©d  between 

might  be  deemed  necessary,  upon  trust,  that  he  or  they  may,  and  share 

within  six  calendar  months  thereafter,  assign,  pay,  and  divide  ^  haviM*"^ 

the  same  in  manner  following ;  that  is  to  say,  unto  my  bro-  f^^j  legadea 

ther  the  Rev.  Richard  Baker,  200Z.  sterling,  should  he  sur-  part  of  the  will, 

vive  me,  if  not,  then  I  direct  the  same  to  be  divided  amongst  ing  nothing  in 

his  children,  share  and  share  alike ;  imto  my  nephew  Richard  ^^^^^^  an 

Baker,  2001.  sterling;  unto  my  niece  Sarah  Baker,  2001.  intention 

could  be  infSBi> 
sterhng;  unto  my  sister  Mary,  the  wife  of  the  said  George  red  that  Jf.waa 

Mason,  2001.  sterling,  but  should  she  not  survive  me,  the  SkTan  eqiud 
same  to  be  equally  divided  between  her  two  daughters.  An-  "^^  ^"  *^* 
nie  Parish,  the  wife  of  the  Rev.  Gharles  Maaywdl,  clerk,  the  children  of 
and  Elizabeth  Mary,  the  wife  of  John  NevUl,  Esq. ;  and  g^iction  was 
unto  my  niece  the  said  Annie  Parish  MaxweU,  I  also  give  J^erift  wm*^ 
the  sum  of  lOOl.  sterling;  also  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  my  beld  to  paaa 
sister  Judith  Vickens,  widow  of  the  late  Rev.  J.  Vickens,  the  chiidi-en  of 
the  interest  of  the  sum  of  200Z.  sterling,  reserved  for  that  chOdpenof  if. 
piupose,  during  her  natural  life,   and,  aftier  her  decease,  I  incq^ftlsbarea. 
direct  that  the  principal  and  interest  shall  be  divided  between 
my  nephew  the  Rev.  Thonias  Baker,  of  Botley,  and  my  niece 
the  said  A  nnie  Fai^h  Maxwell.**    And  aft/er  giving  certain 
other  legacies,  the  will  continued ; — "  I  also  direct  my  exe- 
cutors to  sell,  by  public  auction,  all  my  household  furniture 
and  other  effects  of  which  I  may  be  possessed  at  the  time  of 


568 

1856. 
Mason 

V. 

Bakbr. 
Statement, 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

my  decease,  and  to  apply  the  money  arising  therefix>m  in  the 
discharge  of  my  just  debts,  funeral  and  testamentary  charges, 
and  any  surplus  to  sink  into  the  residue  of  my  property 
hereinbefore  mentioned,  subject  to  the  l^acies  and  payments 
particularly  specified  in  this  my  will;  and  as  concerning 
such  residue,  I  give  and  bequeath  the  same  to  all  the  chUr 
dren  of  my  brother  Richard  Baker,  and  my  sister  Mary 
Mason,  to  be  eqvxdly  divided  amongst  them,  share  amd 
share  alike;  and,  lastly,  it  is  my  will  and  desire  that  all  the 
gifts  and  bequests  made  to  my  said  niece  Annie  Parish 
Maocwell  and  Elizaheth  Mary  IfevUl,  together  with  all  in- 
terest to  accrue  thereon,  be  for  their,  and  each  of  their,  sole 
and  separate  use  and  benefit,  notwithstanding  their  respect- 
ive coverture,  their  and  each  of  their  receipts  alone  being  a 
sufficient  discharge  for  the  same.  And  hereby  revoking  all 
former  wills  by  me  at  any  time  heretofore  made,  I  do  declare 
this  to  be  my  last  will  and  testament  or  testamentary  ap- 
pointment." 


One  of  the  questions  in  the  suit  was  as  to  the  effect  of  the 
gift  of  residua 

On  the  one  hand  it  was  argued,  that  the  gift  should  be 
read  as  though  it  were  worded  "  to  all  the  children  of  my 
brother  Richard  Baker  and  of  my  sister  Mary  Mason!' 
And  another  construction  suggested  was,  "  to  all  the  chil- 
dren of  my  brother  Richard  Baker  and  to  my  sister  Mary 
Mason,"  equally  &c. 


Argument,  The  question  was  argued  for  the  various  parties  interest- 
ed,  by  Mr.  Rolt,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Beavan;  Mr.  WiUcock,  Q.C., 
and  Mr.  TF.  Ten^dl;  Mr.  W.  M.  James,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Tripp; 
and  Mr.  Daniel,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Hefheringioii. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


The  cases  cited  on  this  point  were  Lugar  v.  Harman  (a), 
Peacock  v.  Stockford  (6),  and  Doe  v.  JoinviUe  (c). 

His  Honor  reserved  his  judgment, 
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Vici>-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood,  (after  disposing 
of  some  other  questions  of  construction  on  the  will,  continued 
as  follows) : — 

There  remains  the  question  of  the  grammatical  construc- 
tion of  the  gift  of  the  residue  "to  all  the  children  of  my  brother 
Richard  Baker  and  my  sister  Mary  Mason,  to  be  equally 
divided  amongst  them,  share  and  share  alike."  The  testatrix 
had  previously  given  to  Richard  Baker  200?.,  and  directed, 
that,  if  he  did  not  survive  her,  it  should  be  divided  amongst 
his  children:  she  then  selected  two  of  these  children,  and 
gave  them  200?.  each ;  and  she  had  made  a  similar  bequest 
to  Mary  Mason,  and  in  case  she  did  not  survive  her,  to  her 
two  daughters,  and  then  to  one  of  such  daughters  she  gave 
100?.;  then,  having  given  to  this  brother  and  sister  equal  lega- 
cies of  200Z.  each,  and  made  these  provisions  for  their  chil- 
dren, she  makes  the  residuary  bequest  which  I  have  read. 
In  strict  criticism  a  good  deal  may  be  said  in  favour  of  the 
view,  that,  if  the  children  of  Mary  Mason  were  intended, 
the  idiom  of  our  language  requires  that  the  word  "of" 
should  be  supplied  before  the  words  "  my  sister  Mary  Ma- 
son;"  and  that  this  is  more  necessary  than  it  would  be  to  in- 
sert the  word  "  to  "  in  the  same  place,  if  the  other  construc- 
tion suggested  be  the  true  one.  Some  little  additional  force 
might  perhaps  be  given  to  the  first  construction,  from  the 
fact,  that  the  testatrix,  having  previously  mentioned  two  of 
the  children  of  Richard  and  ot  Mary,  might  intend  by  this 
bequest  to  benefit  not  those  children  only,  but  all  the  other 


Mai/  27th, 
Judffment, 


(«)  1  Cox,  250.        (b)  3  De  G.  M.  &  G.  73.        (c)  3  East,  172. 
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children  of  her  brother  and  sister.  In  support  of  the  other 
construction,  the  case  of  Lugar  v.  Harman(a)  was  cited,  in 
which  the  gift  was  to  the  children  of  my  late  cousin  Edxvard 
Lugar,  and  my  cousin  Philip  Fearia,  and  their  lawful  re- 
presentatives; and  Edward  Lugar  being  dead  at  the  date 
of  the  will,  his  children  and  Phillip  Fearis  himself,  and  not 
the  children  of  Philip  Fearis,  were  held  to  be  entitled  in 
equal  shares — and  the  circumstance  of  Ed/ward  Lugar  be- 
ing dead  made  that  a  reasonable  constniction.  There  is 
nothing  on  the  face  of  this  will  which  makes  it  probable  that 
the  testatrix  meant  to  treat  her  sister  Mary  differently  from 
her  brother  Richard  in  this  bequest;  and  unless  the  g^ius 
of  our  language  is  opposed  to  it^  I  should  think  the  construo- 
tion  was,  that  this  was  a  gift  to  the  children  of  Mary  to  share 
equally  with  the  children  of  Richard  I  can  scarcely  say 
that  it  is  idiomatic  English,  to  use  the  expression  **  I  give 
to  the  children  of  A,  and  B,  in  equal  shares,''  meaning  to 
give  to  the  children  of  one  and  of  the  other  of  them;  but  on 
the  other  hand,  the  other  construction  seems  to  me  equally 
to  require  the  introduction  of  the  word  "  to;''  and,  on  the 
whole,  seeing  that  this  brother  and  sister  of  the  testatrix  are 
placed  in  exactly  the  same  position  in  other  parts  of  the  will, 
I  see  no  reason  for  preferring  the  parent  in  one  case  and  not 
in  the  other,  and  I  must,  therefore,  hold  that  the  children 
of  Richard  and  Mary  take  this  residue  equally. 


(a)  1  Cox,  250. 
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ATTORNEY-GENERAL  v.  MURDOCH.  May  7th. 

IHE  information  and  bill  were  filed  to  have  the  Defend-  Co^s—Trui^ 

ant  Murdoch  removed  from  being  minister  of  the  Low  c^^d^^^ 

Meeting-house  at  Beirwickyupov-Tweed,  and  to  have  the         

DefendBjai&Wilaon, Smith,  and  Thompson,  three  trustees  of  congiegation, 

the  meeting-house,  declared  guilty  of  a  breach  of  trust,  and  i^rmgofite 

removed,  and  to  have  new  trustees  appointed,  the  above-  ^"•^'^*»*°^® 
'  *  *  '  in  coDnexion 

named  Defendants  having  adopted  the  opinion  of  the  Free  with  the  ea- 
Church  of  Scotland,  whereas,  by  the  trusts  of  the  meeting-  church  of 
house,  the  congregation  was  to  be  in  as  strict  connexion  as  f^^^l^'^^ 
practicable  with  the  established  Church  of  ScoOand.  v^ch  °^  h** 

of  Scotland, 

The  facts  and  proceedings  on  the  hearing  of  the  cause  are  retirofromthe 
reported  in  Mr.  Hare's  Reports  (a).  5^:^^  ordJlSd 

to  pay  the 
oosta  of  the 

By  the  decree,  which  was  afiSrmed  with  costs,  on  appeal,  by  appointment 
the  Lords  Justices,  it  was  declared,  that  the  meeting-house  Jees.*^  """ 
was  subject  to  trusts  for  the  appropriation  thereof  as  a  place      steommt 
of  worship  on  the  model  of  the  established  Church  of  Scot- 
land.     It  was  ordered  that  the  Defendaut  Murdoch  should 
be  restrained  from  officiating  as  minister,  and  that  the  De- 
fendants Wilson,  Smith,  and  Thompson  should  be  removed 
from  the  trusteeship.      It  was  referred  to  the  Master  to  ap- 
point new  trustees  in  their  place  and  in  the  place  of  two 
deceased  trustees;  and  it  was  ordered,  that  the  congregation 
of  the  chapel  should  elect  a  new  minister  and  new  trusteea 
It  was  also  referred  to  the  Master  to  inquire  as  to  two  debts 
incurred  for  repairs  of  the  chapel  and  secured  by  two  pro- 
missory notes  of  the  trusteea 

In  pursuance  of  the  decree,  the  congregation  elected  a 

(a)  Vol.  vii,  p.  445. 
VOL.  IL  P  P  K.  J. 
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1856.        minister  and   new  trustees,  who  were   approved  by  the 
A^;^!^.      Master. 


r. 
Murdoch. 

StatenuTU, 


The  Defendant  Tkompaon  was  out  of  the  jurisdiciioD. 
The  cause  now  came  on  for  further  directions. 


Arffumeiu.  Mr.  Little  and  Mr.  T.  Deere  Salmon,  for  the  relators  taA 
Plaintiffs,  asked  that  the  Defendants  Murdoch,  WUaon,  and 
STnith  might  be  ordered  to  pay  such  of  the  costs  subsequent 
to  the  decree  as  had  been  caused  by  the  appointment  of  the 
new  trustees,  as  being  costs  occasioned  by  them,  their  breach 
of  trust  having  caused  the  suit  and  the  necessity  for  their 
removal — They  referred  to  the  order  as  to  costs  in  the 
Attorney-General  v.  Munro{a),  as  being  in  totidem  verbis 
with  that  which  they  sought 

Mr.  Rolt,  Q.  C,  for  the  Defendants  Murdoch,  STnith,  and 
Wilson: — 

The  Defendants  are  entitled  to  have  their  costs  out  of  the 
estate.  Their  only  fault  (if  fault  it  be)  is,  that  they  have 
changed  their  religious  views,  and  thereby  become,  in  the 
opinion  of  the  Court,  disqualified  for  this  particular  trust 

The  nile  is,  that,  even  where  there  has  been  a  direct 
breach  of  trust  on  the  part  of  a  trustee,  he  gets  the  costs  of 
all  proceedings  subsequent  to  his  retirement,  although  all 
such  proceedings  were  caused  solely  by  his  misconduct 

In  the  Attomey-OcTieral  v.  Munro  the  trustees  had  al- 
lowed a  coloiuuble  ejectment,  whereby  the  legal  estate  be- 
came vested  in  parties  who  were  never  intended  to  have  it; 
and  the  case  is  distinguishable  on  that  ground 

(a)  Not  reported  on  this  point 
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Mr.  Lewin  for  Defendants  in  the  same  interest  with  the 
Plaintiffs. 

A  reply  was  not  heard 
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Vicb-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood: — 

If  a  trustee  voluntarily  retires  from  a  trust  like  the  pre- 
sent on  account  of  difference  of  opinion,  he  pays  no  costs — 
whether  he  will  receive  costs  is  a  question  for  the  discretion 
of  the  Court,  and  may  depend  upon  the  circumstances  of  his 
retirement. 


JvdgmewL 


But  here,  all  the  proceedings  in  the  suit  have  been  occa- 
sioned by  the  trustees'  refusal  to  retire  from  their  trust 
They  took  what  the  Court  considered  an  improper  and 
perverse  view  as  to  the  duties  imposed  upon  them,  and 
the  suit  for  their  removal  and  all  proceedings  consequent 
thereon  have  been  occasioned  by  their  taking  that  view. 
All  the  costs  now  in  question  have  been  caused  by  this  im- 
proper conduct  on  the  part  of  the  trustees  in  refusing  to 
retire  from  the  trust  Whatever  differences  there  may  be 
between  this  case  and  that  of  the  Attomey-OerieraZ  v. 
Mv/aro  (a),  were  disposed  of  by  the  decree.  The  hostile  De- 
fendants, therefore,  must  pay  the  costs  of  the  appointment 
of  the  new  trustees,  except  any  costs  occasioned  by  the  De- 
fendant Thxym/pson  being  out  of  the  jurisdiction. 

The  hostile  Defendants  were  entitled,  however,  to  appear 
before  the  Master,  to  shew  that  the  debts  secured  by  the  pro- 
missory notes  were  properly  incurred,  and  were  not  a  breach 
of  trust,  and  that  they  ought  to  be  a  charge  upon  the  trust 
property.     The  relators  and  Plaintiflfe  must  therefore  pay 

(a)  2  De  G.  &  S.  122. 
P  p2 
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those  Defendants  their  costs  of  the  inquiry  as  to  the  promis- 
sory notes  and  debts  on  the  trust  property.  The  above  costs 
must  be  set  off  against  each  other.  No  other  order  will  be 
made  as  to  the  costs  of  the  hostile  Defendants. 

The  costs  of  Mr.  Lewin'a  clients  will  be  paid  by  the  Flan- 
ti& 


Minute  of 
Order. 


Ordxred  accordingly.  The  Plaintiffs  to  be  at  liberty  to  raise,  by  a 
mortgage  of  the  trust  property,  the  costs  paid  by  the  Plaintiffb  to  th« 
Defendants,  and  the  Plaintiffs'  extra  costs,  charges,  and  expenses  of 
suit  not  paid  by  the  hostile  Defendants,  and  the  debts  owing  on  the 
promissory  notes. 

An  order  was  also  made  for  the  fippointment  of  new  tmsteesy  and 
vesting  in  them  the  tmst  property,  including  the  interest  of  the 
Defendant  Thampaon,  who  was  out  of  the  jurisdiction. 


April  I7th,    ARNOLD     V.    THE    MAYOR,    ALDERMEN,    AND 
\6th,d:22nk.      BURGESSES  OF  THE  BOROUGH  OF  GRAVES- 
END. 


MwUHpal  UeFORE  the  passing  of  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act, 
—Judgm^fU—  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76,  the  Defendants  borrowed  from  the  Plain- 
wmfl^e^ 76^  tiflf,  at  interest,  ten  sums  of  lOOi.  each,  for  the  purposee  of 

«f.  92,  94.1-  ' 

Band  Debtpreviout  to^6  8t  7  WiU.  4,  c.  104—7  WiU,  4  d:  1  Vict.  c.  78—1  A  2  Viet,  c  110, 

M.  18, 121. 

Judgment  upon  a  bond  given  bv  a  municipal  corporation  before  the  passing  of  the  Mimi- 
dpal  Corporation  Act  (5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76)  Held,  under  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  s.  13,  to  ope- 
rate as  a  chai'ge  upon  all  lands  and  hereditaments  of  the  corporation,  whether  acquired  before 
or  after  the  passing  of  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act,  the  Court  being  of  opinion,  that,  even 
if  the  latter  statute,  standing  alone,  would  have  prevented  the  judgment-creditor  fi:ximohaig- 
ing  after-acquired  lands,  which,  temble,  it  would  not,  that  objection  was  removed  by  the  6ft 
7  Will.  4,  c.  104,  8.  1;  and  that  the  power  by  that  section  given  to  municipal  corporatiooi 
of  charging  their  lands  aud  hei-editaments  for  securing  repayment  and  satisfiuDtion  of  any 
debt  contracted  by  them  before  the  passing  of  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act,  is  a  power 
which  they  might  exercise  "  for  their  own  benefit,"  within  the  meaning  of  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110, 
B.  13,  the  woi^s  "for  his  own  benefit "  meaning  no  more  than  **  for  his  own  use/'  **  not  is 
a  trustee.'' 

Observations  on  Arnold  v.  Bidge  (13  C.  B.  745). 
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an  Act  for  rebuilding  and  maintaining  the  Town-Quay  of 
Oravesend,  and  executed  and  delivered  to  the  Plaintiflf  ten 
mortgages  or  assignments  of  certain  shares  of  the  rates, 
tolls,  or  duties  by  the  said  Act  authorised  to  be  levied. 

As  a  collateral  security  for  the  lOOOi.  and  interest,  the 
Defendants,  in  pursuance  of  an  agreement  made  upon  the 
treaty  for  the  loan,  delivered  to  the  Plaintiff  a  bond  dated 
the  16th  of  October,  1828,  whereby  they  bound  themselves 
and  their  successors  to  the  Plaintiff,  his  executors,  adminis- 
trators, and  assigns  in  the  penal  simi  of  2000i.,  conditioned 
to  be  void  if  the  Defendants  should  pay  to  the  Plaintiff,  his 
executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  by  half-yearly  pajonents, 
interest  at  5L  per  cent  upon  the  sums  secured  by  the  said 
mortgages  or  assignments,  or  upon  so  much  thereof  as  might, 
from  time  to  time,  remain  unpaid. 

Interest  was  duly  paid  to  the  Plaintiff  up  to  the  16th  of 
April,  1 850,  inclusive,  but  not  subsequently.  In  January, 
1852,  the  Plaintiff  brought  an  action  to  recover  the  penal 
sum  secured  by  the  bond;  and,  on  the  19th  of  March,  1852, 
he  recovered  judgment  in  the  action  for  2000i.,  the  penalty 
of  the  bond,  and  lol  lOs.  6d.  damages.  The  judgment  was 
registered  by  the  Plaintiff  on  the  20th  of  March,  1852,  pur- 
suant to  the  statute. 

The  bill  was  for  a  declaration  that  the  Plaintiff's  judg- 
ment was  a  charge  upon  certain  leasehold  hereditaments 
demised  to  the  Defendants  since  the  passing  of  the  Muni- 
cipal Corporation  Act,  subject  to  five  judgments  prior  to  the 
Plaintiff's;  and  for  an  account  of  what  was  due  to  the  Plain- 
tiff for  principal,  interest,  and  costs  upon  his  judgment.  It 
also  prayed,  that  the  leasehold  premises  might  be  sold,  and 
the  proceeds  of  the  sale  applied  in  payment  of  the  amount 
so  due  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  that  the  deficiency,  if  any,  might 
be  raised  by  sale  of  other  hereditaments  of  the  Defendants, 
subject  to  prior  charges  and  incumbrances. 


1866. 
Arnold 

V. 

Thk  Mayor 

&c.  OF 
Oravesknd. 
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It  appeared,  that,  since  the  passing  of  the  Municipal  Cor- 
poration Act,  two  freehdd  estates  had  been  aoquired  fay  the 
Defendants  in  addition  to  the  leaseholds  mentioned  in  the 
bill. 


Argument,         Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Speed,  for  the  Plainti£f: — 

The  judgment,  upon  being  entered  up,  became,  under 
1  &  2  Vict  c.  110,  8.  13,  and  now  is,  a  charge  upon  all  the 
lands  and  hereditaments  of  the  Defendants^  whether  acquire 
ed  before  or  since  the  passing  of  the  Municipal  Corporation 
Act,  5  &  6  Will  4,  c.  76. 


Hie  Defendants  will  rely  on  the  decision  of  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas  in  Arnold  v.  Ridge  (a).  But  the  decision 
in  that  case  is  not  conclusive  as  to  the  present^  the  proceed- 
ings there  being  under  the  11th  section  of  1  &  2  Vict  a  1 10, 
whereas  we  are  proceeding  under  the  13th  section  of  that  Act 
And  with  regard  to  the  reasoning  upon  which  that  decision 
was  foimded,  we  submit,  first,  that  the  interpretation  put  by 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  upon  the  5  &  6  WilL  4,  a  78» 
is  erroneous,  inasmuch  as  that  Act  was  not  intended  by  the 
Legislature  to  prevent  persons,  who,  before  it  was  passed, 
were  creditors  of  a  municipal  corporation,  from  charging 
lands  acquired  by  the  corporation  after  the  passing  of  the 
Act ;  secondly,  that  such  reasoning,  even  if  sound,  proceeded 
solely  upon  the  5  &  6  WilL  4,  a  76,  without  reference  to 
either  of  the  subsequent  statutes,  6  &  7  Will.  4,  a  104,  and 
7  Will.  4  &  1  Vict.  c.  78,  s.  28,  under  which  the  Defendants 
clearly  have  the  power  of  charging  the  lands  in  question  with 
debts  contracted  before  the  passing  of  the  Municipal  Corpo- 
ration Act. 

(a)  13  C.  B.  745. 
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Mr.  WiUcock  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  H.  Stevens,  for  the  Defend- 
ants:— 

The  present  case  is  concluded  by  the  reasoning  of  the 
Judges,  if  not  by  their  decision,  in  AvTiold  v.  Ridge  (a), 
where  the  point  in  dispute  was  the  effect  of  this  very  judg- 
ment The  borough-fund,  into  which,  by  the  92nd  section 
of  the  5  &  6  WilL  4,  c.  76,  all  the  fruits  of  the  corporate  pro- 
perty were  required  thenceforward  to  be  collected,  is  not  ap- 
plicable for  payment  of  a  debt  like  the  PlaintiflTa  The  words 
"  subject  to  the  payment  of  any  lawful  debt,"  in  the  92nd 
section,  must  mean  a  debt  capable  of  being  **  redeemed,"  ad 
is  clear  from  the  use  of  the  words  *'  redeemed  "  and  **  unre- 
deemed" in  the  immediate  context;  and  with  regard  to  the 
clause  "  saving  all  rights  &a  by  virtue  of  any  proceedings 
either  at  law  or  in  equity,"  that  clause  must  apply  to  rights 
existing  when  the  Act  passed,  and  at  that  time  the  Plain- 
tiff had  no  claim  against  a  particle  of  the  land  of  the  corpor- 
ation. He  had  a  right  to  sue  for  a  penalty  if  his  interest 
was  not  paid,  but  so  long  as  interest  was  paid  he  could  not 
sue,  and  interest  was  paid  down  to  April,  1850.  And  if  he 
had  no  right  at  the  passing  of  the  Act,  the  proviso  at  the 
close  of  the  92nd  section  shews  clearly  that  he  acquired  none 
by  virtue  of  the  Act.  The  borough-fund  is  simply  a  trust 
fund,  and  the  trusts  upon  which  it  is  to  be  held  are  wholly 
foreign  to  a  purpose  like  the  present:  Attomey-Oeneral  v. 
TheMayor  ofNorwichQ)\  Attomey-OeneraZ  \,A8pvruiU{c), 
Attomey-Oeneral  v.  Wilson  (d). 


1856. 


Argtmeni, 


Then  as  to  the  Act  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  104,  the  deeds  which, 
by  the  1st  section  of  that  Act,  corporations  are  empowered 
to  execute,  must  be  executed  subject  to  the  restrictions  im- 
posed by  the  94th  section  of  the  former  Act      The  power 


(a)  13  C.  B.  745. 
(6)  2  My.  &  Cr.  406. 


(c)  2  My.  &  Cr.  613,  619. 

(d)  Cr.  &  Ph.  1. 
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given  bythe  6&7WilL4,  c.  104,  is  a  power  which  they  must 
exercise  as  txustees  with  due  discretion,  with  proper  regard 
to  the  number  of  debtors  who  may  be  in  a  similar  position 
with  reference  to  antecedent  debts,  and  all  other  matters 
to  be  submitted  to  them  for  deliberation,  and  further,  with 
due  regard  to  that  public  trust,  which,  since  the  passing  of 
the  Municipal  Corporation  Act,  attaches  to  all  corporate 
property. 

The  Act  7  Will  4  &  1  Vict  c.  78,  a  28,  only  empowers  the 
corporation  to  pay  out  of  the  borough-fund,  and  that  fund 
cannot  be  touched  by  execution.  The  Act  does  not  introduce 
any  new  word,  such  as  bond,  mortgage,  or  chaige,  or  any- 
thing amplifying  the  powers  given  by  the  preceding  Acta  It 
has  only  made  such  powers  applicable  to  a  substituted  d^ 
instead  of  to  the  original  debt  of  the  corporation. 


As  to  after*^MX][uired  property,  the  Defendants'  case  is^  if 
possible,  stronger;  for,  since  the  passing  of  the  Municipal 
Corporation  Act,  the  corporation  has  been  a  new  body,  new 
in  all  its  qualities,  powers,  and  capacities;  and  the  rights 
(if  any)  against  property  acquired  by  such  a  body  must  be 
restricted  to  rights  arising  out  of  the  powers  given  to  the 
body  by  virtue  of  the  Act  which  called  it  into  existenca 

The  corporation,  therefore,  was  found  by  the  Act  1  &  2  Vict 
c.  1 1 0,  in  the  position  of  simple  trustees, — with  certain  powers; 
it  is  true, — but  powers  to  be  exercised  by  them  not  as  own- 
ers but  as  trustees,  for  the  benefit  of  others  not  for  their  own 
benefit;  and  even  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion,  upon 
the  construction  of  the  Acts  of  Parliament,  that  the  consent 
of  the  Lord  Commissioners  of  the  Treasury  was  not  requi- 
site to  their  exercise,  still  they  are  not  such  powers  as  the 
Legislature  contemplated,  when  it  proposed  to  give  to  a  judg- 
ment at  law  the  effect  of  a  charge  executed  by  the  owner  of 
the  estate. 
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[They  cited  the  judgment  of  Lord  Justice  Knight  Bruce      ^^f^e^ 
in  Hawldna  v.  OcUhercole  (a).]  Abhold 

V. 

Thx  Matob 
Mr.  Eolt,  Q.  G,  in  reply.  Ac.  of 

GBAYBSXirD. 

[Holddworth  V.  The  Mayor  ike,  of  DartraouthQ))  was  also 
cited.] 

Judgment  reserved. 


Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  : —  April  9!ind. 

I  should  have  felt  great  difficulty  in  determining  the  Judgment. 
matter  before  me,  regard  being  had  to  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  Arnold  v.  Ridge  (c),  had  it  not 
appeared  to  me,  that,  even  if  I  entirely  concrurred  in  that 
judgment,  the  case  before  me  depends  upon  a  very  different 
view  resulting  from  a  statute  which  was  passed  after  the 
Act  5  &  6  Will  4,  c.  76,  usually  called  the  Mimicipal  Cor- 
poration Act,  namely,  the  Act  6  &  7  Will  4,  c.  104,  a  sta- 
tute which  was  not  cited  during  the  argument  before  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas»  and  which  seems  to  me  to  have, 
at  least  with  regard  to  the  matter  now  before  me,  a  con- 
clusive bearing  as  to  the  remedies  of  parties  who  were  cre- 
ditors of  old  corporations  anterior  to  the  passing  of  the 
Municipal  Corporation  Act. 

The  case  upon  which  the  present  question  arises  is  a 
simple  case  of  a  bond  debt,  by  which  the  Corporation  of 
Gravesend,  before  the  passing  of  the  Municipal  Corporation 
Act»  secured  the  payment  of  annual  interest  upon  a  sum  of 
lOOOZ.  advanced  by  the  Plaintiff  for  the  benefit  of  the  cor- 
poration. The  10002.  was  secured  by  ten  several  mortgages 
or  assignments  of  certain  shares  of  the  rates,  tolls,  or  duties, 
which  the  corporation  were  empowered  by  special  Acts  of 

(a)  6  De  G.  M  &  G.  1,  (in  the  press).        (6)  H  A.  &  E.  490. 
(c)  13  C.  B.  745. 
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Parliament  to  mortgage  or  asBign  for  that  purpose;  and  it 
was  collaterally  secured  by  a  bond  in  the  penal  sum  of  20002^ 
conditioned  to  be  void  upon  payment  of  interest  at  the  rate 
of  51.  per  cent  upon  the  respective  sums  secured  by  the  mort- 
gages or  assignments,  or  upon  so  much  or  such  part  thereof 
as  might  from  time  to  time  remain  unpaid.  The  Plaintiff 
being  possessed  of  that  security  the  following  Acts  were 
passed,  viz.  the  5  &  6  WilL  4,  c.  76,  conmionly  called  ''  The 
Municipal  Corporation  Act,"  the  6  &  7  WilL  4,  a  104,  in- 
tituled "  An  Act  for  the  better  Administration  of  Borough 
Funds  in  certain  Boroughs,"  and  the  7  WilL  4  &  1  Vict  c. 
78,  which  also  has  in  some  respects  a  bearing  upon  debts 
contracted  anterior  to  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act  In 
March,  1850,  the  Plaintiff  recovered  judgment^  which  he 
registered  on  the  20th  of  March,  1852,  in  respect  of  an 
arrear  of  interest  upon  his  bond,  and  the  question  is  whether, 
by  virtue  of  the  Act  1  &  2  Vict  c.  110,  the  judgment 
operates  as  a  charge  upon  property  acquired  by  the  corpor- 
ation after  the  passing  of  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act 


I  will  assiune,  in  the  first  instance,  that  I  am  bound  to 
follow  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Common  Fleas  in  Amcld 
V.  Ridge  (a),  and  I  will  consider  what  would  be  the  eflGsct 
of  following  that  decision. 

The  Municipal  Corporation  Act,  by  its  92nd  section, 
provides,  in  effect,  that  after  a  given  time  there  mentioned, 
all  the  income  arising  from  the  property  of  the  borough, 
whether  real  or  personal,  shall  be  paid  to  an  officer,  to  bt 
called  the  Treasurer  of  the  Borough  Fimd ;  that  the  fund 
arisingfrom  such  payments  shall  be  called  the  Borough  Fund; 
and  that  such  fund,  *'  subject  to  the  payment  of  any  lawful 
debt,"  as  described  in  a  clause  on  which  I  will  make  some 
observations  presently,  and  saving  certain  rights, — which  the 


(a)  13  C.  B.  745. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


581 


corporation  might  consider,  upon  the  authority  of  Arnold  y. 
Midge,  as  not  comprising  the  daim  of  the  bond  creditor  in 
this  case  upon  after-acquired  property, — shall  be  applied  so 
as  in  eflFect  to  make  the  new  coi-poration  trustees  for  public 
purposes,  whereas,  previously  to  the  Municipal  Corporation, 
Act,  corporations  had  been  owners  of  the  corporate  funds 
and  capable  of  disposing  of  them  in  any  manner  they 
pleased.  The  92nd  section  having  thus,  as  it  were,  fastened 
a  trust  upon  the  whole  income  of  the  property  of  the  oorpor* 
ation,  the  94th  section  proceeds  to  secure  the  due  execu* 
tion  of  that  trust,  by  providing  that  it  shall  not  be  lawful 
for  the  council  of  any  body  corporate  to  be  elected  under 
the  Act  to  sdl,  mortgage,  or  alienate  any  part  of  the  lands, 
tenements,  or  hereditaments  of  the  body  corpc^rate,  except 
in  pursuance  of  some  contract,  covenant,  or  agreement  bonft 
fide  made  or  entered  into  on  or  before  the  5th  of  June,  1835. 
It  then  provides,  that,  in  every  case  in  which  the  council 
shall  deem  it  expedient  to  sell  and  alienate  or  to  demise 
and  lease  their  property  for  more  than  thirty-one  years,  it 
shall  be  lawful  for  them  to  do  so,  with  certain  consent  on 
the  part  of  the  Lords  Commissioners  of  the  Treasury. 


Thb  Matob 

Ac.  OF 
Qbavbsehik 

JudgmmL 


I  cannot  read  the  first  part  of  the  94»th  section  as  doing 
less  than  prohibiting  absolutely  all  dealing  whatever  with 
the  land  of  the  corporation  except  under  some  covenant, 
contract,  or  agreement  fixing  the  land,  which  of  course  a 
bond  would  not  do ;  and  in  this  respect  the  wording  of  the 
94th  section  appears  to  have  occasioned,  in  some  degree^ 
the  subsequent  Act  6  &  7  Wia  4,  c.  1 04.  The  94tli  section 
of  the  former  Act  had  expressly  provided  that  there  should 
be  no  mortgage  whatever  of  the  corporation  property,  but  it 
allowed  selling,  alienating,  and  demising  or  leasing,  with 
the  consent  of  the  Lords  Commissioners  of  the  Treasury; 
and  it  might  well  be  doubted,  having  regard  to  the  express 
prohibition  against  mortgaging,  with  a  permission  only  to 
sell  or  alienate  with  certain  consent,  whether  a  mortgage 
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was  within  that  permission  of  sale  or  alienation  with  such 
consent;  and  that  was  one  of  the  objects  intended  to  be  met 
by  the  Act  to  which  I  am  now  about  to  refer. 

But  besides  that,  it  appears  to  have  occurred  to  the  L^is- 
lature, — I  am  now  assuming  for  the  purpose  of  this  dis- 
cussion that  the  intention  of  the  Legislature,  as  expressed 
in  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act,  was  such  as  it  has  been 
declared  to  be  by  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Common  Fleas 
in  Arriold  v.  Ridge — ^that  persons  who  were  creditors  of  cor- 
porations before  the  passing  of  that  Act  might  be  seriously 
injured,  for  at  the  time  when  such  debts  were  contracted,  the 
creditors  would  consider  the  corporation  as  they  would  an  in- 
dividual, viz.  as  a  body  competent  to  deal  with  their  'properij 
present  or  future,  and  would  therefore  expect  to  exercise  their 
rights  against  future  as  well  as  present  property.  It  appeared 
to  the  Legislature  that  it  was  right  to  make  some  provision 
in  respect  of  such  bon&  fide  creditors,  besides  giving  power 
to  mortgage  as  well  as  to  alienate  with  the  consent  of  the 
Lords  of  the  Treasury ;  and  accordingly,  in  the  following 
year,  they  passed  the  Act  6  &  7  Will  4,  a  lO*,  intituled 
"  An  Act  for  the  better  Administration  of  the  Borough  Fund 
in  certain  Boroughs."  That  Act  commences  with  this  pre- 
amble, "  Whereas,  by  an  Act  passed  in  the  last  session  of 
Parliament,  intituled  an  Act  to  provide  for  the  regulation 
of  municipal  corporations  in  England  and  Wales**  (meaning 
the  Act  5  &  6  Will  4,  c.  76)  "  provision  was  made  for  the 
payment  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  real  and  personal 
estate  of  the  Mayor,  Aldermen,  and  Burgesses  of  certain 
Boroughs  named  in  the  schedules  (A)  and  (B)  to  the  said 
Act  annexed,  and  also  for  the  payment  of  certain  penalties, 
to  a  fund  to  be  called,  in  each  case,  The  Borough  Fimd  of 
that  Borough:  And  whereas  certain  difficulties  have  oc- 
curred in  putting  the  said  Act  into  execution,  and  certain 
penalties  have  been  imposed  which  ought  not  to  be  imposed, 
for  the  benefit  of  the  said  Borough  Fund :"  and  it  thai 
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enacts,  that,  after  the  passing  of  the  Act  "  it  shall  be  lawful 
for  the  council  of  aby  borough  named  in  the  said  schedules, 
to  execute  from  time  to  time  any  deed  or  obligation  in  the 
name  of  the  body  corporate  whose  council  they  are,  for  se- 
curing repayment  and  satisfaction  of  any  debt  or  obligation 
contracted  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  said  body  corporate  before 
the  passing  of  the  said  Act  for  regulating  corporations/' 


1866. 
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The  next  clause  seems  to  me  to  be  of  a  totally  different 
character, — applidable  to  a  totally  different  subject-matter, 
— and  not  in  any  way  to  limit  or  interpret  the  preceding 
clause.  It  enacts,  "  That  the  power  of  disposition  given  to 
the  council  of  any  body  corporate  in  the  instances  of  de- 
mises of  seventy-five  years,  authorised  by  the  said  Act,  shall 
extend  to  the  demise  or  lease  thereof,  either  at  a  reserved 
rent  or  a  fine,  or  both,  as  the  coimcil  shall  think  fit^  and  the 
power  of  disposition  allowed  by  the  said  Act  over  the  lands, 
tenements,  and  hereditaments  of  such  body  corporate  to  be 
exercised  with  the  approbation  of  the  Lords  Commissioners 
of  his  Majesty's  Treasury,  or  any  three  of  them,  shall  extend 
to  the  disposition  of  such  lands,  tenements,  and  heredita- 
ments, with  such  approbation  as  aforesaid,  whether  by  way 
of  absolute  sale,  or  by  way  of  exchange,  mortgage,  or  charge, 
demise,  or  lease,  and  to  every  other  disposition  of  the  same 
whatsoever,  which  shall  be  so  approved  of  as  aforesaid." 
The  1st  section  was  intended  to  apply  to  debts  contracted 
anterior  to  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act;  the  2nd  section 
enables  the  coimcil,  with  the  approbation  of  the  Treasury,  to 
make  mortgages  generally  for  any  purpose,  whether  for 
debts  contracted  anterior  or  subsequent  to  the  Act  The 
latter  was  obviously  intended  to  give  a  power  to  raise  money 
by  way  of  mortgage  as  well  as  by  sale,  for  the  benefit  of  the 
town  and  the  like,  in  such  manner  as  the  Lords  Commis- 
sioners of  the  Treasury  should  approve  of,  and  is  not  in  any 
way  connected  with  the  previous  section  relating  to  anterior 
debts. 
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To  shew  how  anxious  the  L^islature  was  to  fMxmde  tst 
debts  eontracted  anterior  to  the  passing  of  the  Municipal 
Corporation  Act»  Mr.  Speed  referred  me  to  a  subseqaent  Act, 
the  7  Will  4  &  1  Vict  c.  78,  the  28th  section  of  which  re- 
cites the  Act  6  &  7  Will  4,  a  104,  upon  which  I  have  been 
commenting,  and  then  enacts,  ''  that  any  money  borrowed 
by  any  such  council,"  meaning  any  coimcil  of  any  of  the 
scheduled  boroughs,  "  for  the  purpose  of  being  applied,  and 
which  shall  be  actually  applied,  in  or  towards  satiafiBustifm  and 
discharge  of  any  such  pre-existing  debt  or  obligation,  shall 
be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  within  the  true  intent  and  mean- 
ing of  the  said  Act  of  the  last  session  of  Parliament,  a  debt 
contracted  by  or  on  behalf  of  such  body  corporate  before  the 
passing  of  the  said  Act  for  regulating  corporations :" — so  as 
to  secure  in  every  possible  way  the  payment  of  those  ante- 
rior debts. 


If  I  now  turn  to  thelSth  section  of  thel  &2Vict  allO, 
the  section  under  which  the  Plaintiff  is  applying  for  his  re- 
medy, I  find  it  enacts,  that  a  judgment  entered  up  against 
any  person — and  the  word  "person"  is  so  defined  by  the 
12l8t  section  as  to  include  abody  corporate— -shall  operate  as 
acharge  upon  all  lands,  &c. ''  of  or  to  which  such  person  shall, 
at  the  time  of  entering  up  such  judgment^  or  at  any  time 
afterwards,  be  seised,  possessed,  or  entitled  for  any  estate  or 
intarest  whatever,  at  law  or  in  equity,  whether  in  possesaioii, 
reversion,  remainder,  or  expectancy,  or  over  which  such  per- 
son shall,  at  the  time  of  entering  up  such  judgment^  or  at 
any  time  afterwards,  have  any  disposing  power  which  he 
might,  without  the  assent  of  any  other  person,  exerdse  for 
his  own  benefit" 


Now,  I  apprehend,  the  words  "for  his  own  benefit" mean 
no  more  than  "for  his  own  use:" — they  mean  in  truth  "  not 
as  a  trustee."  It  was  argued,  in  reference  to  the  1st  section 
of  the  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  104,  which  empowers  the  council  of  a 


JudgmeM, 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  585 

borough  to  execute  from  time  to  time  any  deed  or  obligation  ,  ^^^^ , 
to  secure  repayment  and  satisfaction  of  any  debt  or  obliga- 
tion contracted  before  the  passing  of  the  Municipal  Corpora- 
tion Act,  that  the  power  so  given  was  a  power  to  be  exercised 
by  the  coimcil  as  they  should  think  fit,  with  due  discretion, 
with  proper  regard  to  the  number  of  debtors  who  might  be  in 
a  similar  position  with  reference  to  antecedent  debts,  and  in 
foot,  with  proper  regard  to  all  matters  to  be  submitted  to  them 
for  their  deliberation,  and  further,  with  due  regard  to  that 
public  trust,  which,  since  the  passing  of  the  Municipal  Corpo- 
ration Act,  had  become  fastened  upon  every  body  corporate. 
It  appears  to  me,  even  assuming  for  the  purpose  of  this 
discussion  that  I  am  bound  to  follow  the  decision  of  the 
Judges  in  AvTiold  v.  Ridge,  and  that  the  former  statute, 
the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76,  left  the  creditor  remediless^  that 
still,  when  the  subsequent  statute,  the  6  &  7  WilL  4.  c.  104, 
enacts,  that,  notwithstanding  the  former  statute,  the  body 
corporate  shall  have  full  power  to  execute  any  deed  for  se- 
curing repayment  and  satisfaction  of  any  debt  or  obligation 
contracted  before  the  passing  of  that  former  Act,  the  sound 
and  literal  construction  of  the  subsequent  statute  6  &  7  WilL 
4,  a  1 04,  is,  that  the  Legislature  intended  thereby  to  place 
corporations,  as  to  bon&  fide  debts  contracted  before  the 
passing  of  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act,  precisely  in  the 
same  position  in  which  they  stood  before  the  passing  of  that 
Act,  giving  them  all  the  powers  and  authorities  which  they 
then  possessed  of  making  such  charges  as  they  might  think 
fit,  for  the  purpose  of  securing  any  debts  antecedently  con- 
tracted for  their  own  use.  If  so,  the  power  so  given  by  the 
statute  6  &  7  WilL  4,  c.  104,  is  to  all  intents  and  purposes  a 
power  to  be  exercised  by  the  body  corporate  "  for  its  own 
benefit."  It  is  true,  it  is  not  in  one  sense  for  the  benefit  of 
the  body  corporate  itself  that  it  has  the  power,  but  I  appre- 
hend the  only  proper  meaning  of  a  power  which  a  person 
may  exercise  "  for  his  own  benefit  "  is  such  a  power  as  any 
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owner  of  property  might  exercise  in  the  character  of  owner. 
This  is  a  power  which  the  body  corporate  might  exercise  as 
owner.  It  is  therefore  a  power  which  it  might  exercise  •*  for 
its  own  benefit/'  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act  1  &  2  Vict 
c.  110,  and,  by  the  13th  section  of  the  Act,  the  judgment 
operates  as  an  execution  of  the  power,  and  the  creditor  has 
the  benefit  of  the  chaise. 

I  cannot  part  with  the  case  without  considering  the  92nd 
section  of  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act,  5  &  6  Will  4, 
c.  76,  and  the  decision  of  the  Coiu*t  of  Common  Pleas  in 
the  case  o{ Arnold  v.  Ridge  (a).  As  I  said  before,  I  should 
have  had  great  difficulty  in  disposing  of  this  case,  unless 
it  had  seemed  to  me  that  I  might  fedrly  do  so,  even  as- 
suming that  decision  to  be  correct, — at  least  I  should  have 
had  great  difficulty  in  disposing  of  it  without  the  assist- 
ance of  some  of  the  Common-law  Judges;  but^  with  r^;ard 
to  the  decision  in  Atmold  v.  Ridge,  I  must  say,  after  giv- 
ing it  the  most  careful  consideration,  that  I  cannot  come  to 
the  conclusion  at  which  the  learned  Judges  arrived  in  re- 
ference to  the  92nd  section.  The  construction  they  put* 
upon  the  92nd  section  is  this :  they  say  the  92nd  section 
provides,  that,  after  the  election  of  the  treasurer,  "  the  inter- 
est, dividends,  and  annual  proceeds  of  all  moneys,  dues,  chat- 
tels, and  valuable  securities  "  (which  of  course  would  include 
all  choses  in  action,  stock  in  the  funds,  and  the  like)  belong- 
ing to  the  body  corporate,  are  to  be  paid  to  the  treasurer, 
and  all  the  moneys  which  he  shall  so  receive,  are  to  be  car- 
ried by  him  to  the  account  of  the  borough-fund,  **  and  such 
fund,  subject  to  the  payment  of  any  lawful  debt  due  firom 
such  body  corporate  to  any  person,  which  shall  have  been 
contracted  before  the  passing  of  the  Act,  and  unredeemed, 
or  of  so  much  thereof  as  the  coimcil  of  such  borough  from 
time  to  time  shall  be  required  or  shall  deem  it  expedient  to 
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redeem,  aad  to  the  payment  frdm  time  to  time  of  the  in- 
terest of  80  much  thereof  as  diall  r^nain  miredeemed,"  (I 
will  omit  for  the  present  the  saving  clause  which  follows), 
*'  shall  be  applied  "  in  a  particular  way  there  mentioned. 
Now,  taking  that  clause  as  I  have  read  it,  the  interpretation 
put  upon  it  by  one  of  the  learned  Judges  of  the  Court  of 
Common  Fleas  and  acquiesced  in  by  at  least  another  is, 
that  it  was  meant  to  apply  to  mortgage  debts  alona  It  is 
important  to  observe  this  circumstance  in  reference  to  the 
proviso  at  the  end  of  the  92nd  section,  because  the  inter- 
jMretation  seemed  in  a  considerable  degree,  as  it  appears  to 
me,  to  lead  to  the  construction  which  was  afterwards  put 
by  the  Court  upon  that  proviso,  viz.  that  it  refers  to  the 
saving  clause  which  follows  the  direction  that  the  fund  is 
to  be  subject  to  the  payment  of  all  lawful  debts,  and  not 
to  that  direction  itself.  I  do  not  know  that  the  atten- 
tion of  the  learned  Judges  was  called  to  the  case  before 
Lord  CoUenham  (a),  referred  to  in  the  case  in  the  Court 
of  Queen's  Bench  (6),  and  in  which  a  different  view  was 
taken,  although  merely  obiter  with  reference  to  the  92nd 
section,  and  it  was  supposed  to  have  the  effect  of  mak- 
ing the  borough  fund  subject  to  aU  lawful  debts.  With 
regard  to  the  inference  drawn  by  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  from  the  occurrence  in  ihe  92nd  section  of  the  words 
"  redeem  "  and  '*  imredeemed  "  in  reference  to  the  debts  in 
question,  it  is  not  an  uncommon  phrase  to  apply  to  a  bond 
to  speak  of  it  as  being  "  redeemed  "  or  "  redeemabla"  In 
many  instances  it  will  be  found  to  be  provided,  when  tenders 
are  made  to  corporations,  that  the  bond  shall  be  **  redeem- 
able''  at  such  a  time  by  lot;  and  I  cannot  help  thinking 
that  the  construction  is  somewhat  narrow  which  restricts 
die  words  "  any  lawful  debt''  to  debts  charged  by  way  of 
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mortgage.  The  words  ""any  lawful  debt"  appear  to  me 
to  include  bond  debts  and  the  like  which  form  no  special 
charge,  and  if  so,  the  circumstance  of  such  a  construc- 
tion being  possible  would  at  once  account  for  the  proviso 
at  the  end  of  the  92nd  section,  which  provides  '*  That  no- 
thing in  this  Act  contained  shall  be  construed  to  render 
liable  to  the  payment  of  any  debt  contracted  before  the 
passing  of  this  Act  by  any  body  corporate  any  part  of  the 
real  or  personal  estate  of  the  said  body  corporate,  whidi 
before  the  passing  of  this  Act  was  not  liable  thereto/'  The 
early  part  of  the  92nd  section  had  provided  that  the  bo- 
rough fund  should  go  to  certain  purposes,  subject  to  the 
payment  of  all  such  debts  as  are  there  mentioned.  That 
might  be  construed  as  creating  a  charge  of  all  such  debts 
upon  the  borough  fund.  No,  says  the  proviso  at  the  end 
of  the  section,  you  shall  not  charge  any  debt  upon  any  pro- 
perty upon  which  it  is  not  charged  befora  In  other  words; 
a  bond  debt  or  the  like,  which  can  only  be  recovered  by 
execution,  shall  not  touch  property  which  might  possibly  be 
held,  by  force  of  those  words  "  subject  to  the  payment  of 
any  lawful  debt,  Sec,"  to  be  payable  out  of  all  the  funds  of 
the  corporation. 

I  come  now  to  the  saving  clause;  and  it  is  upon  this  that 
I  confess  I  have  not  been  able  distinctly  to  follow  the  view 
of  the  learned  Judges.  The  words  are  these,  "  saving  all 
rights,  interests,  claims,  or  demands  of  all  persons  or  bo- 
dies corporate  in  or  upon  the  real  or  personal  estate  of 
any  body  corporate  by  virtue  of  any  proceedings  either  at 
law  or  in  equity,  which  have  been  already  instituted,  or 
which  may  be  hereafter  instituted,  or  by  virtue  of  any  mort- 
gage or  otherwisa''  A  creditor  might  have  a  claim  agamst 
a  corporation,  which,  by  proceedings  at  law  thereafter  to  be 
instituted,  might  become  a  right  against  the  estate  real  and 
personal  of  the  corporation;  and  that  such  debts  were  in- 
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tended,  I  think  is  obvious,  for  the  clause  speaks  of  rights, 
interests,  claims,  or  demands  by  virtue  of  any  proceedings 
at  law  or  in  equity,  "or  by  virtue  of  any  mortgage  or 
otherwise."  And  so  far  I  have  the  decision  of  the  learned 
Judges  in  accordance  with  my  own  view  of  the  construction, 
every  one  of  those  learned  Judges  having  held  that  the 
clause  enabled  any  anterior  creditor  to  take  proceedings  to 
enforce  his  rights  against  the  land  of  the  corporation,  unless 
such  rights  were  affected  by  the  subsequent  proviso  at  the 
end  of  the  section.  The  Lord  Chief  Justice,  after  reading 
the  saving  clause,  says : — "  If  the  clause  had  stopped  there, 
it  might  have  created  a  fund  out  of  which  a  debt  due  from 
the  old  corporation  might  have  been  levied;  for,  it  expressly 
saves  the  rights  of  those  who  had  rights  over  the  property 
out  of  which  in  part  the  fund  is  to  be  raised.  I  think  it 
does  mean  to  give  an  execution  against  the  property  of  the 
corporation  to  creditors  who  have  a  right  to  enforce  it ;  and 
that  it  would  give  to  a  person  who  was  a  creditor  of  the 
corporation  before  the  passing  of  the  Act,  a  remedy  against 
property  acquired  by  the  corporation  since  the  passing  of 
the  Act"  So  far,  I  have  the  decision  of  the  learned  Judge 
entirely  in  accordance  with  my  own  view.  I  only  differ 
firom  him  in  this  respect,  that  I  should  not  have  said  that 
the  92nd  section  "  gives"  a  remedy  to  a  person  who  before 
the  passing  of  the  Act  was  a  creditor ;  but  that  it ''  saves  " 
(for  that  is  the  word  used  in  the  statute)  such  remedy. 
That  distinction  it  will  not  be  unimportant  to  observe  upon 
afterwarda  Then  Mr.  Justice  Maule'a  judgment  is  to  the 
same  effect  He  says,  "  The  saving  is  general  in  its  terms. 
The  remedy  was  to  be  unlimited  as  to  debts  contracted 
since  the  passing  of  the  Act "  (that,  evidently,  must  be  a 
misprint  for  "  before  the  passing  of  the  Act ")  "  and  for 
that  purpose  it  was  necessary  to  have  a  general  saving. 
But  it  was  considered  not  right  that  the  old  creditors  should 
have  recourse  to  anything  but  the  old  property  of  the 
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borougL"  And  he  says  in  a  previous  part  of  his  judgment, 
''  If  that  saving  had  stood  alone,  it  would  have  followed  that 
the  old  creditors,  though  at  the  time  their  debts  were  con- 
tracted the  corporation  possessed  no  property,  would,  by 
means  of  the  machinery  of  the  new  Act,  be  able  to  enforce 
payment  of  their  debts."  He  says,  it  saves  them  all  their 
rights  anterior  to  the  Act  against  everything  acquired  or 
to  be  acquired,  as  soon  as  they  recover  a  judgment.  And 
Mr.  Justice  CresaweU  says,  "  The  first  part  of  the  92nd 
section  requires  all  the  rents  and  profits,  &c.,  to  be  paid  to 
the  treasurer  of  the  borough,  to  be  carried  to  the  borough 
fund.  That  would  apply  as  well  to  all  newly  acquired  pro- 
perty of  the  corporation  as  to  property  which  it  possessed 
before  the  passing  of  the  Act :  and  it  might  well  be  supposed 
that  such  a  provision  would  protect  all  the  property  against 
the  execution  of  a  creditor:  therefore  it  was  thought  neces- 
sary to  introduce  the  saving  clause  upon  which  the  Plaintiff 
relies."  Then  he  says — and  this  seems  to  be  conclusive  as 
to  the  construction — "  As  the  first  part  of  the  section  applied 
to  all  property,  the  saving  required  to  be  equally  extensive, 
and  apply  to  all  debts  whether  contracted  before  or  after 
the  passing  of  the  Act.  But,  lest  it  should  be  supposed  that 
this  saving  was  intended  to  give  the  old  creditors  the  benefit 
of  having  recourse  to  after-acquired  property,  the  proviso  at 
the  end  is  introduced."  But  I  ask,  when  the  statute  only 
^*  saves "  rights,  why  should  we  say  it  "gives "  them ? 


The  learned  Judge,  after  having  said  that  the  right  is 
gwen  by  the  92nd  section,  proceeds  to  say  that  the  Legis- 
lature, having  given  this  right,  was  apprehensive  that  the 
ftiture  acquired  property  would  be  aflFected;  and  therefore 
they  passed  the  ftirther  proviso  at  the  end  of  the  section, 
that  nothing  in  the  Act  contained  shall  be  construed  to 
render  liable  to  the  payment  of  any  debt  contracted  before 
the  passing  of  the  Act  by  any  body  corporate  any  part  of 
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the  real  or  personal  estate  of  the  said  body  corporate,  which 
before  the  passing  of  the  Act  was  not  liable  thereto. 

It  seems  to  me  that  this  proviso  never  could  apply  to  the 
saving  clause.  I  should  have  thought  it  impossible  success- 
fully to  contend  that  a  saving  would  give  any  further  right 
than  the  party  already  had.  "  Saving"  means  that  it  saves 
all  the  rights  the  party  previously  had,  not  that  it  gives 
him  any  new  rights ;  and  it  seems  to  me  impossible  to  say, 
that  a  proviso,  that  nothing  in  an  Act  contained  shall  be 
construed  to  render  liable  to  the  payment  of  any  debt  pro- 
perty which  was  not  liable  before,  can  have  any  application 
to  a  mere  saving  clause  contained  in  the  Act 

On  the  other  hand,  the  proviso  in  question  has  an  imme- 
diate and  satisfactory  application  to  the  previous  clause, 
which  enacts  that  the  borough  fund  is  to  be  subject  to  the 
payment  of  any  lawful  debt  contracted  before  the  passing 
of  the  Act  The  borough  fund  being  by  that  clause  made 
subject  to  such  debts,  unless  there  had  been  this  proviso  at 
the  end  of  the  section,  it  might  have  been  inferred  that  stock, 
copyholds,  &a,  were  to  be  subject  to  such  debts,  where  no 
judgment  could  attach.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  proviso  at 
the  end  of  the  section  was  inserted  with  the  simple  view  of 
meeting  that  very  case,  and  I  adopt  entirely  the  learned 
Judge's  view,  that  the  saving  does  save  to  the  creditor  all 
the  rights  he  had  before.  I  do  not  suppose  that  the  Legis- 
lature would  be  desirous  of  depriving  a  creditor  of  any  right 
which  he  previously  had,  though  it  would  not  be  very  unjust 
to  tell  him,  that,  with  regard  to  future-acquired  property, 
he  should  be  put  to  his  diligence  and  should  have  only 
what  he  had  got  already. 


1856. 

Arnold 

«. 

The  Matob 

&C.  OF 

Qravesbnd. 
Judgm/etU, 


All  the  learned  Judges  agree  that  the  saving  is  general, 
and  applies  to  all  property,  whether  acquired  after  or  before 
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the  passing  of  the  Act  But  where  I  ventiire  to  differ  from 
them  is,  in  their  application  of  the  proviso  at  the  dose  of  the 
92nd  section  to  the  saving  clause;  whereas  I  apply  it  to 
the  anterior  clause  "  subject  to  the  payment  of  any  lawful 
debt  ]"  and  if  I  am  right  in  so  applying  it,  the  proviso  in 
question  would  have  no  effect  upon  the  saving  clause. 

The  learned  Judges  observe,  that  it  would  be  obviously 
unjust,  when  the  Legislature  intended  to  hand  over  pro- 
perty to  a  public  trust,  to  hold  that  the  creditor  should 
have  a  remedy  upon  afier-acquired  property,  which  he  did 
not  possess  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  the  Act  But  the 
borough  fund,  as  contemplated  by  the  Act,  was  composed  of 
the  existing  property.  Future  property  could  only  be  ac- 
quired by  a  corporation  in  one  of  two  ways :  either  by  iising 
its  own  property  or  by  way  of  gift,  and  there  is  nothing 
strange  in  the  supposition  that  the  Legislature  intended  that 
a  corporation  owing  debts  (whether  it  takes  by  bounty  or 
otherwise)  shall  provide  for  all  the  old  debts  before  it  does 
anything  further. 

Having  a  strong  conviction  upon  the  question,  I  have 
felt  it  right  to  express  it,  although  I  do  so  with  that  hesita- 
tion  which  one  ought  to  feel  when  opposed  to  four  Judges 
as  competent,  or  more  so,  to  form  an  opinion  on  the  subject 
At  the  same  time,  I  feel  that  I  am  not  necessarily  interfering 
with  the  decision  of  those  learned  Judges.  Although  their 
judgment  may  stand,  I  may  still  hold  that  the  Plaintiff  in 
this  case  has  a  right  to  have  his  debt  paid  out  of  the  after- 
acquired  property. 


Dteree.  '^ms  Court  doth  declare,  that  the  PlaintifTs  judgmeDt,  dated  the  19th 

of  March,  1852,  in  the  pleadings  mentioned,  ig  a  charge  upon  all 

lands,  tenements,  rectories,  advowsons,  tithes,  rents,  and  heredita- 
ments, (including  lands  and  hereditaments  of  copyhold  or  customary 
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tenure),  as  well  those  acquired  since  as  before  the  passing  of  the  Act 
of  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  intitled  "  An  Act  to  provide  for  the  EegulaUcm 
of  Municipal  Corporations  in  MIngland  and  WoUb^^  of  or  to  which  the 
Defendants,  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  burgesses  of  the  borough  of 
Ora/vesend  were,  at  tiie  time  of  entering  up  such  judgment,  or  are  now 
or  shall  at  any  time  hereafter  become  seised,  possessed,  or  entitled, 
for  any  estate  or  interest  whatever  at  law  or  in  equity,  whether  in 
poesesflion,  reversion,  remainder,  or  expectancy,  or  over  which  the 
said  Defendants  had,  at  the  time  of  entering  up  such  judgment,  or  have 
at  any  time  since,  or  have  now  or  shall  at  any  time  hereafter  have, 
any  disposing  power,  which  they  might,  without  the  assent  of  any 
other  person,  exercise  for  their  own  benefit ;  and  doth  also  declare, 
that  such  judgment  ought  to  stand  as  a  security  for  the  payment  to 
the  Plaintiff  of  interest  at  the  rate  of  5/.  per  cent,  per  annam  upon 
the  ten  several  sums  of  1002.,  making  together  10002^  secured  to  the 
Plaintiff  by  tiie  mortgages  or  assignments  numbered  from  21  to  30 
both  indosive  in  the  pleadings  menUcmed,  now  due,  and  hereafter 
to  accrue  due,  to  the  Plaintiff;  And  it  is  ordered,  that  the  following 
accounts  and  inquiry  be  taken  and  made  (that  Lb  to  say) : — 


1856. 
Abnold 

V, 

The  Mayor 

&C.  OF 

Qbavesxnd. 
DecTU. 


1.  What  lands,  &c.  (ut  supra)  the  said  Defendants  were  at  the  time 
of  the  entering  up  such  judgment,  and  have  at  any  time  since,  or  are 
now  seised,  possessed,  or  entitled  of  or  to  either  at  law  or  in  equity, 
and  what  estate  or  interest  they  have  therein  respectively,  and  whe- 
ther the  same  are  subject  to  any,  and  if  any,  what  charges  or  ineum- 
bianoes  prior  to  the  Plaintiff's  said  judgment 

2.  An  account  of  what  is  due  to  the  Plaintiff  for  arrears  of  interest 
on  the  said  ten  said  several  sums  of  100^  each,  secured  by  the  said 
mortgages  and  assignments,  with  interest  at  the  rate  of  U,  per  cent 
per  annum  on  such  arrears  from  the  times  when  the  same  respect- 
ively became  due  and  payable,  and  for  his  costs  of  this  suit,  to  be 
taxed  as  hereinafter  mentioned ;  and  also  for  his  costs  at  law  of  and 
occasioned  by  the  action  brought  by  the  said  Plaintiff  against  the 
said  Defendants,  and  the  final  judgment  recovered  therein  as  men- 
tioned in  the  said  pleadings,  and  also  by  the  subsequent  proceedings 
fix>m  time  to  time  taken  by  the  said  Plaintiff  against  the  said  Defend- 
ants in  and  about  suggesting  upon  the  roll  in  the  said  action  the 
nonpayment  of  the  arrears  of  interest  as  breaches  of  the  condition  of 
the  said  bond  in  the  said  pleadings  mentioned. 


And  it  is  ordered,  that  it  be  referred  to  the  proper  Taxing  Mas- 
ter of  this  Court  to  tax  the  Plaintiff  his  costs  of  this  suit ;  And 
it  is  ordered,  that  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  burgesses  of  the  bo- 
rough of  Oravesend  do  pay  the  amount  that  shall  be  certified  to 
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The  Mator 

&0.    OF 
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be  due  to  the  Plamtiff 'for  principal,  interest,  and  oosta,  upon  tak- 
ing such  account  as  aforesaid,  to  the  Plaintiff,  within  six  months 
after  the  Chief  Clerk  shall  hare  made  his  certificate^  at  saeh  time 
and  place  as  shall  be  thereby  appointed.  But  in  de&ult  of  the 
Defendants  so  paying  to  the  Plaintiff  what  shaU  be  certified  to  be 
due  to  him  for  principal,  interest,  and  costs  as  afonsud  by  the 
time  aforesaid,  it  is  ordered,  that  a  sufficient  part  of  the  lands^  &c 
charged  with  the  said  judgment  as  aforesud,  be  sold  under  the 
direction  of  tiie  Judge  to  whose  Court  this  cause  is  attadied,  sob' 
jeet  to  all  charges  and  incumbrances  thereon  prior  to  the  Plaintiff's 
said  judgment,  if  any  such  there  be.  And  it  is  ordered,  that  the 
money  to  arise  from  such  salebe  piud  into  the  Bank  with  the  privity 
of  the  Accountant-Oeneral  of  this  Court,  to  be  there  placed  to  the 
credit  of  this  cause,  that  the  same  may  be  applied  in  payment  of  what 
shall  be  certified  to  be  due  to  the  Plaintiff  for  principal,  interest,  and 
costs  as  aforesaid.  And  in  the  meantime  it  is  ordered,  that  a  proper 
person  be  appointed  to  receive  the  rents  and  profits  of  all  the  lands^ 
&c.  of  or  to  which  the  said  Defendants,  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and 
burgesses  of  the  borough  of  Oraveamd  are  seised,  possessed,  or  enti- 
tled. And  it  is  ordered,  that  out  of  such  rents  and  profits  the  Be- 
ceiyer  do  pay  to  the  Plaintiff  interest  at  and  after  the  rate  o£6L  per 
cent,  per  annum  upon  the  said  ten  several  sums  of  100^,  by  equal  half- 
yearly  payments  on  the  16th  day  of  April  and  the  16th  day  of  Octo- 
ber, in  every  year,  or  until  the  further  (Mrder  of  the  Court,  the  first 
payment  to  be  made  on  such  of  the  said  days  as  shall  first  happoi 
next  after  the  Chief  Clerk  shall  have  made  his  certificate.  And  it  u 
ordered,  that  the  Beceiver  be  allowed  the  said  payments  in  passing 
his  accounts,  and  pay  the  balance  which  shall  be  certified  to  be  due 
from  him  into  the  Bank  with  the  privity  of  the  said  Acoountant- 
General,  to  be  there  placed  to  the  credit  of  this  cause.  And  it  is  or- 
dered, that  the  further  consideration  of  this  cause  be  adjourned ;  and 
any  of  the  parties  are  to  be  at  liberty  to  apply  to  this  Court  as  they 
may  be  advised. 
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In  the  Matteb  of  THE  10  &  11  VICT.  c.  96;         April  6<A  <fe 

7th. 

In  the  Matteb  of  THE  TEUSTS  OF  THE  WILL 
OF  JOSEPH  WRIGHT,  deceased. 

Joseph  TTiZ/GJrr,  by  his  wm,  dated  in  ISll,  bequeath-  Domicile 

ed  to  trustees  a  sum  of  4500^.,  Navy  Annuities,  in  trust  to  ^Ij^dl^^j^ 

pay  the  dividends  thereof  to  his  son  WilMcmi  Wright,  for  JJ^iJ^****** 

life,  and,  after  his  death,  to  transfer  the  capital  unto  and         —7-7 

equally  among  all  and  every  the  child  and  children  of  the  jSngUahmath 

said  WiUiam  Wright,  which  should  be  Uving  at  the  time  of  ^/e  Sther' 

his  decease,  who  bein£:  a  son  or  sons  should  attain  the  acre  ^^  ^  iUegiti- 

^  ^      mate  child, 

of  twenty-one  years,  or  depart  this  life  under  that  age  leav-  bomin/'Vonce 

ing  issue,  or  being  daughters  or  a  daughter  should  attain  ^o^,  and 

that  age  or  marry,  to  be  divided  between  or  amongst  such  »ft«>7^^  ^ 

"°    .  ^  oomiM  do- 

children,  if  more  than  one,  in  equal  shares.  miciled  in 

France,  can- 
not, on  his 

The  testator  died  in  1814.  subaequent 

marriage  with 
the  mother  of 

WHMam  Wright.,  in  1801,  being  an  Englishman  domi-  J^^i^L 
ciled  in  England,  married  Mary  Ha/nhurgh,  and  had  by  child  und«r 
her  seven  children.     His  wife  died  in  February,  1821.     Af-  of  the^FVeiuA 
ter  her  death  m  1823,  William  Wright  went  to  France,  ^^^^^^ 
under  the  circmnstances  stated  in  the  judgment  in  this  case,  "^^  Jj  hia^* 

clbildren  con- 
tained in  the  will  of  a  peraon  in  England, 

The  reasona  for  this  are — 

1.  That  marriage,  being  a  personal  contract,  ia  like  other  personal  contraeta  regulated  bj 
the  law  of  the  domicil  of  the  jmrtj, 

2.  That  the  law  of  the  domicil  of  the  putative  fi&ther  attached  to  the  child  at  its  birth, 
and  by  that  law  its  bastardy  was  indelible. 

3.  That,  by  the  law  of  France,  a  baatard  cannot  afterwards  be  made  legitimate,  if,  at  ^e 
time  of  its  conception,  the  parents  were  incapable  of  contracting  to  legitimatiae  the  ciiild  after 
its  birth,  and  a  domiciled  Englishman  could  not  bind  himself  by  such  a  contract. 

4.  That,  by  the  law  of  France,  a  bastard  can  never  be  made  legitimate  if  it  ia  uncertain 
who  was  the  fiither:  and  a  domiciled  EngUshtMitn  by  the  law  of  this  country  cannot^  for 
dvil  purposes,  be  more  than  the  ptUative  &ther  of  a  bastard  child. 


596  OASES  IN  CHANOEBT. 

1656.  and  there  cohabited  with  Florentine  Mdanie  Boger,  of 

In  re  whom,  in  December,  1824,  was  bom  a  daughter,  who  was 

\"u8r  ^^®  reputed  child  of  WilUam  WrigkL 


Statmen*, 


Subsequently,  at  St.  Omer,  he  went  through  a  ceremony 
of  marriage  with  the  mother  of  the  child  before  an  English 
clergyman  not  duly  authorised  to  celebrate  marriages  abroad 

On  the  23rd  of  August,  184!l,  a  ceremony  of  marriage 
between  WilUcmi  Wright  and  Florentvne  Mdanie  Roger,  ao- 
cording  to  the  English  form,  was  celebrated  at  Paris  before 
the  chaplain  to  the  British  Embasefy  thera 

On  the  19th  of  November,  1 846  (a),  WiUiamWright  intar- 
married  with  Florentine  Mdanie  Roger  in  Pwris,  in  man- 
ner prescribed  by  the  French  law,  and  endeavoured  to  legi- 
timatise  her  said  child,  by  acknowledging  her  in  ihe  mode 
prescribed  by  tJhe  law  of  JTrowwje. 

He  died  at  St  Maude  on  the  5th  of  December,  1854^ 
leaving  only  two  of  the  children  of  his  first  marriage,  and 
the  daughter  of  his  second  wife,  surviving  him ;  the  other 
five  children  of  the  first  marriage  having  died  without  issue. 

The  two  children  of  his  first  marriage  claimed  the  whole 
of  the  legacy,  and,  <m  the  other  hand,  the  daught^  of  the 
second  wife  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  one-third  share  of  it 

The  trustees  paid  the  fimd  into  Court  under  the  10  &  11 
Vict  c.  96,  and  cross  petitions  were  now  presented  by  the 
claimants  to  have  it  paid  out  to  them. 


Arywmeiu.         Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Surrage,  for  the  elder  of  the  two 

(a)  Note. — ^For  the  purposes  of     time  domiciled  in  France,    See 
this  report  it  must  be  assumed      the  judgment,  infra,  p.  602. 
that  WUlicun  Wright  was  at  this 
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surviving  children  of  WHUa/m  Wright  by  his  first  mar-        1866. 

Wrioht'b 
The  children  of  WiUiam  Wright  by  his  first  marriage       Tbdot. 

are  alone  entitled  to  this  legacy.     If  not,  then,  as  a  similar    Judgmmt. 

power  of  legitimatising  children  exists  in  Scotland,  an  Eti^ 

gliehman  might  have  a  bastard   there,  then  marry  an 

English  wife  and  have  a  family  by  her,   and  afterwards 

marry  in  Scotland  the  mother  of  the  bastard,  and  make 

such  bastard  legitimate ;  and  the  consequences  of  such  a  state 

of  the  law  would  be  frightful. 

In  Kerr  v.  Martin  (a),  it  seems  even  to  have  been  held  in 
Scotland,  that  the  mother  of  a  bastard  there,  though  she  had 
married  another  person  not  the  father  of  the  bastard,  and 
had  by  such  husband  several  children,  might,  after  his  death, 
by  marriage  with  the  bastard's  father,  render  the  bastard 
legitimate.  That  case  was  cited  in  Shedden  v.  Patrick  (b), 
where  a  domiciled  Scotchma/n  ^haymg  a  bastard  child  in 
America  subsequently  intermarried  there  with  the  mother 
of  such  child,  and  the  question  was,  whether  such  child  was 
thereby  legitimatised  so  as  to  enable  him  to  succeed  to  his 
father's  property,  and  it  was  decided,  that  the  child  was  irre- 
versibly an  alien  from  his  birth,  and  therefore  could  not  hold 
land  in  ScoUcmd,  In  ColUer  v.  Rivas  (c),  an  Englishman 
domiciled  in  Belgium  executed  a  testamentary  instrument 
there,  not  according  to  the  formalities  of  the  Belgiom  law ;  but 
it  appears  that,  notwithstanding  this,  the  Belgian  law  recog- 
nised such  will,  and  it  was  admitted  to  probate  in  Engkmd. 
In  BirtwhisUe  v.  VardUl  (d)  Lord  Brougha/ra  observes,  in 
giving  his  opinion,  **  that  a  person  may  be  legitimate  for  all 
other  purposes,  and  yet  incapable  of  taking  land  by  descent." 
And  the  decision  in  that  case  was,  that  a  bastard  legitima- 
tised by  the  law  of  Scotland  could  not  take  as  heir  of  his 

(a)  1  Macq.  650,  n.  (c)  2  Cor.  865. 

(6)  Id.  612.  {d)  7  CI.  &  F.  955. 
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father  lands  in  Englotmd:  AnetnUher  v.  Chdlmer(a),  Price 
V.  Dewhurat  (6). 

Mr.  Willcock,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Karalake,  for  the  other  child 
of  the  former  marriage: — 

Cited  also  Lloyd  v.  Lloyd  (c),  where  a  person  whose  do- 
micil  of  origin  was  unknown,  having  obtained  a  domicil  in 
Fra/nce,  and  having  afterwards  married  there  a  French  wo- 
man, was  held  by  the  Freinch  tribunals  to  have  established 
between  himself  and  his  wife  the  communautd  des  biens,  so 
that  his  personal  property  was  divided  among  his  children, 
some  of  whom  were  bom  before  marriage,  equally;  Munro 
v.  Munro  (d),  where  these  questions  are  said  to  depend 
mainly  on  the  domicil  of  the  £gither  at  the  time  of  the  con- 
ception, birth^  and  marriage  of  the  child. 

The  domicil  of  the  &ther  attaches  to  the  child  at  the  mo- 
ment of  its  birth ;  and  if  it  be  then  incapable  of  being  legiti- 
matised  by  the  law  of  such  domicil,  no  change  of  domicil 
afterwards  can  alter  that:  Munro  v.  Saunders  (e).  Story's 
Conflict  of  Laws,  p.  938,  Shedden  v.  Patrick  (/),  where  Lord 
8t.  Leonards  observes,  **  Lord  Redesdale  says  it  is  stated, 
that  the  decision  of  this  case,  in  the  year  1 808,  was  because 
the  child  was  bom  an  alien — and  then  proceeds  to  ask, '  why 
was  he  bom  an  alien  V  Because  the  law  of  America  touch- 
ed him  at  his  birth,  and  the  retrospective  eflFect  of  the  law  of 
Scotland  could  not  alter  that  character  which  at  his  birth 
attached  upon  him.'' 

Then  the  intention  of  the  testator  who  made  this  will 
must  be  taken  to  be  to  give  a  benefit  only  to  those  children 


(a)  2  Sim.  1. 

(6)  8  Sim.  279;  4My.&  Cr.  76. 

(c)  13  Beav.  401,  ii. 


(rf)  7  CI.  &  F.  876. 
(e)  6  Bligh,  N.  S.  468. 
(/)  1  Macq.  632. 
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of  William  Wright  who  would  be  legitimate  according  to 
our  law :   Watts  v.  Shrvmpton  (a). 

Mr.  W.  M.  James,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  WaMer,  for  the  daughter 
of  Mr.  Wright  by  his  French  wife: — 

This  is  a  question  of  the  construction  of  a  will,  on  what 
principle  it  is  to  be  determined  who  are  to  take  by  the  de- 
scription of  children  of  WiUiam  Wright  t  Are  they  only  to 
be  such  persons  as  come  under  the  denomination  of  children 
in  the  country  where  the  will  was  made?  Suppose  h Scotch- 
Tnan,  having  a  family  of  children,  some  of  whom  were  legi- 
Mmatised  by  his  marriage  subsequent  to  their  birth,  became 
domiciled  in  England,  would  not  they  be  as  much  his  chil- 
dren here  as  they  were  in  Scotland  t 

[They  cited,  in  addition,  The  Strathmore  Peerage  caseCb), 
Rose  V.  Ross  (c),  and  Lord  Nelson  v.  Lord  Bridport  (d),] 


1856. 

In  re 

Wright's 
Trust. 

Argument. 


Mr.  Rdt,  Q.  C,  in  reply. 


Judgment  deferred. 


Vice-Chancellob  Sib  W.  Page  Wood: — 

Joseph  Wright  bequeathed  by  his  will  the  simi  of  4000Z. 
to  the  children  of  his  son  William,  who  should  be  living  at 
the  time  of  his  death,  and  the  question  is  simply,  who  are 
entitled  under  that  description.  At  the  time  of  his  death 
there  were  two  legitimate  children  of  William,  and  the  dif- 
ficulty is  created  by  the  claim  of  a  third  person  to  share  with 
them.  This  third  claimant  is  a  lady  who  was  bom  in 
France,  the  offspring  of  a  connexion  between  WHlia/m 
Wright  and  a  French  lady,  whom  he  married  twenty  years 
after  the  birth  of  this  child.     It  is  contended,  that,  by  the 


May  1th. 
Judgment, 


(a)  To  be  reported,  21  Beav. 

(b)  4  Wils.  &  S.,  App.  89. 


(c)  4  Wils.  &  S.  289. 
(rf)  10  Jut.  1043. 
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e£fect  of  that  marriage,  the  claimant  became  legitimate^  and 
that,  therefore,  she  is  entitled  to  partake  in  this  legacy  with 
the  other  two  Intimate  children. 

The  fia^ts,  which  seem  to  me  to  be  established,  are,  that 
WiUia/m  Wright  was  an  eccentric  person,  that  his  domidl 
of  origin  was  English,  that  he  went,  at  an  early  period  of 
his  life,  to  Scotkund,  that  he  married  there,  and  there  is  no 
evidence  of  his  having  lost>  at  this  time,  his  EngUah  domi- 
ciL  He  returned  to  Engla/nd,  and  had  an  establishment 
here,  and  was  living  here  with  his  wife  at  the  time  of  her 
death.  She  died  in  1821,  and  at  this  time  he  still  retained 
his  domicil  of  origin.  It  appears,  that^  upon  the  death  of 
his  wife,  he  was  distressed  at  finding  himself  considerably  in- 
volved in  debt.  His  income  was  very  small,  his  property 
consisting  chiefly  of  a  life  estate  of  2002.  or  3001.  a  year,  aod 
on  the  death  of  his  wife  he  was  astonished  to  find  debts  of 
which  he  was  ignorant  during  her  life,  as  she  had  managed 
everything  for  him.  In  consequence  of  the  discoveary  he 
broke  up  his  establishment,  assumed  a  feigned  name,  and 
went  abroad  to  Dunkirk  to  avoid  his  creditors  for  a  time, 
but  with  the  honourable  intention,  which  he  ultimiately  ful- 
filled, of  paying  off  his  debts,  as  he  should  be  able  to  do  sa 
In  July,  1823,  he  thus  went  to  France,  and  there  he  became 
acquainted  with  the  mother  of  the  claimant;  and  the  ckum- 
ant  was  bom  in  such  time  afterwards  as  made  it  probable 
that  he  was  her  father — in  the  month  of  December,  1824. 


The  first  question  which  I  had  to  consider  was,  what  was 
the  domicil  of  William  Wright  at  the  time  of  the  birth  of 
the  claimant;  and  I  think  that  it  is  clear  that,  at  the  times 
of  the  conception  and  of  the  birth  of  this  lady,  the  domicil 
of  her  putative  father  was  English  The  evidence  on  this 
point,  except  one  single  hd  which  is  somewhat  loosely 
stated,  is  all  one  way. 
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It  is  proved,  that  the  cause  of  his  leaving  Englcmd  was 
his  being  involved  in  debt,  and  that  those  debts  were  not 
paid  off  until  1 836;  and  there  is  no  evidence  of  any  declar- 
ation of  intention  to  alter  his  domical  until  1832  at  the  ear- 
liest^  when  he  went  to  Paris;  and  certain  conversations  which 
he  held  there  vdth  a  Mend  about  returning  to  Englamd^ 
are  proved.  He  lived  for  a  time  at  8t  Omer,  where  he  went 
through  a  ceremony  of  marriage  with  the  mother  of  the 
claimant^  which  was  ineffectual,  before  an  IhhgUah  cletgy- 
man;  but  that  shews  that  he  considered  himself  to  be  at 
that  time  English.  At  Dunkirk,  he  lived  for  a  time  in 
lodgings  and  became  a  teacher  there;  and  the  only  bict 
which  is  in  evidence  to  rebut  the  presumption  of  his  domicil 
being  English,  is,  that  he  took  a  house,  which  he  was  to  oc- 
cupy, at  his  option,  for  four  or  five  years,  at  a  rent  of  500 
firancs,  and  which  he  gave  up  in  the  fifth  year.  I  thiii^ 
therefore,  that  there  is  no  necessity  for  further  inquiry  on 
this  part  of  the  case.  I  assume,  in  fiftvour  of  the  claimant^ 
that  the  house  was  so  taken,  though  the  evidence  on  that 
point  is  not  veiy  distinct;  but,  on  the  other  hand,  his  debts 
in  Englcmd  were  stiU  unpaid,  and  he  was  living  on  the  coast 
of  France  as  though  in  a  temp(»:ary  exile  only.  He  had  not 
yet  removed  to  Paris,  but  had  only  taken  a  house  for  a  pe- 
riod which  he  might  consider  would  su£Sce  to  enable  him  to 
discharge  his  debts  in  Englamd.  There  is  therefore  no  evi- 
dence that  his  domicil  was  other  than  English  at  the  times 
of  the  conception  and  birth  of  the  claimant 


1856. 
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It  was  not  untU  the  year  1832,  a  considerable  time  after 
her  birth,  that  he  went  to  live  at  Pa/ris;  and  then  there  is 
some  evidence  of  his  having  intended  to  establish  himself  in 
Fraaice,  and  to  make  that  country  his  domicil;  and  it  was 
this  that  made  it  necessary  for  me  to  considei^  my  judg- 
ment. 


If  William  Wright  had  jremained  a  domiciled  EngUsh- 
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man,  it  would  have  been  clear  that  the  EngUah  law  must 
have  been  applicable  as  well  at  the  birth  of  the  claimant  as 
at  the  subsequent  marriage  of  WiUia/m  Wright  with  her 
mother,  and  no  legitimisation  could  have  taken  place.  The 
difficulty  is  occasioned  by  a  conflict  of  evidence  with  refisr- 
ence  to  the  domicil  of  William  Wright  firom  a  period  an- 
terior to  the  marriage ;  and  for  the  purpose  of  my  judgment^ 
to  prevent  the  necessity  of  further  inquiry,  I  have  been 
obliged  to  assume,  that^  at  the  time  of  such  marriage,  WUr 
Uam  Wright  had  acquired  a  Frcfnch  domicil. 

[His  Honor  here  noticed  the  evidence,  which,  he  observed, 
left  this  point  in  doubt] 

He  went  through  a  ceremony  of  marriage  in  1841,  at  the 
British  Embassy,  and  in  1846  he  married  the  claimant's 
mother  according  to  the  French  form.  He  died  in  1854, 
and  in  this  state  of  hx^A  the  question  for  me  to  determine 
is,  whether  an  Englishman  leaving  this  country  and  going 
to  FroTice,  and  there  having  an  illegitimate  child  by  a 
French  woman,  of  which  he  was,  as  we  should  say,  the 
putative  father,  afterwards  becoming  domiciled  in  Fra/nee, 
and  then  contracting  a  marriage,  first  at  iheBritish  Embassy, 
and  subsequently  according  to  the  French  form,  with  the 
mother  of  such  child  can,  under  such  circumstances,  l^ti- 
matise  the  child  so  as  to  enable  it  to  take  by  that  description 
with  his  other  legitimate  children  under  a  gift  to  his  children 
generally  in  an  English  wilL 

That  being  the  state  of  the  case,  I  shall  first  consider  how 
the  courts  of  Fram,ce  and  England  respectively  deal  with 
such  cases,  relating  to  persons  who  are  clearly  domiciled 
subjects  of  the  country  before  whose  i^bunals  the  case  has 
to  be  determined. 


Some  points  are  clearly  settled. 
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any  evidence  to  contradict  or  strike  out  of  the  will  the  de-  1856. 
Bcription  of  the  charity  as  being  in  London,  unless  it  were  ^^'jhl^ 
first  proved  that  no  charity  existed  in  London  which  could  ^2^^^?^* 
answer  the  description,  and  that  there  was  in  some  other 
place  a  society  which  did  strictly  answer  the  description  in 
the  will  At  least  it  shotdd  be  shewn  that  there  was  a  so- 
ciety elsewhere  to  which  the  name  given  in  the  will  was 
peculiarly  appropriated,  and  no  society  to  which  that  name 
could  be  applied  in  London.  Even  if  brought  as  high  as 
that^  there  would  be  considerable  difficulty  in  admitting  the 
evidence.  In  Miller  v.  Travera  (a)  a  testator  devised  all 
his  estates  in  the  county  of  Limerick  and  in  the  city  of 
Limerick,  having  no  estates  in  the  county  of  Limerick,  but 
having  estates  in  the  county  of  Glare,  and  a  small  real  estate 
in  the  city  o{ Limerick;  and  the  Court  refused  to  admit  evi- 
dence to  prove  that  the  devise  was  intended  to  include  es- 
tates in  the  county  of  Clare,  but  that,  by  a  mistake  of  the 
draftsman,  they  had  been  omitted. 

In  this  case  there  are,  it  seems,  several  societies  in  London 
which  are  popularly  called  Clergy  Societies,  and  it  is  shewn 
that  the  secretaries  of  two  of  them,  namely,  The  Society  of 
the  Sons  of  the  Clergy  and  Friends  of  the  Clergy  have  re- 
ceived letters,  one  or  two  of  which,  perhaps,  out  of  a  thou* 
sand  mention  one  or  other  of  these  societies  as  The  Clergy 
Society,  and  in  some  the  secretary  is  addressed  as  secretary 
to  The  Clergy  Society.  There  is  no  evidence  of  a  similar 
fisu^  with  respect  to  TheSocietyfortheReUefofPoor  Pious 
Clergyman,  but  that  society  might  well  have  acquired  the 
name  of  The  Clergy  Society:  it  is  a  society  for  the  benefit 
of  the  clergy. 

I  consider  that  I  am  obliged  to  look  to  the  iustitutions  in 
London,  and  to  hold  that  the  testatrix  intended  to  benefit 
some  one  of  them ;  and,  accordingly,  I  must  exclude  from  the 


VOL.  IL 


(a)  8  Bing.  244. 
SS 
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in re        ^S^  which  carries  on  its  business  in  another  locality  and 


Judgment, 


Upon  the  evidence,  indeed,  I  am  not  satisfied  thai  ths 
testatrix,  by  the  descnption  in  her  will,  did  intend  to  refer 
to  this  charity,  which  is  constantly  designated  in  the  memo- 
randa produced  as  a  charity  locally  situate  in  the  dioceas 
of  Oloucester;  \mi,  whether  this  be  so  or  not^  I  am  bound, 
in  point  of  law,  to  look  for  a  charity  answering  the  tenns  of 
this  bequest,  which  carries  on  business  and  has  its  ofiioes  in 
London. 

There  are  three  charities  now  claiming  the  legacy:  as  to 
one  of  these,  "  The  Society  for  the  Relief  of  Poor  Pious 
Clergymen  of  the  EatabUahed  Chv/rch  residing  m  tht 
Comniry^  there  is  no  evidence  making  it  probable  that 
this  was  the  charity  intended.  There  is  nothmg  to  shew 
that  it  was  brought  to  the  notice  of  the  testatrix.  As  to 
The  Friemjd  of  the  Clergy  Corporation,  there  la  the  evi- 
dence of  the  Bev.  George  Cobmpbell,  who  states  that  he  knew 
the  testatrix  and  her  late  husband,  and  had  many  oonver* 
sations  with  them  with  reference  to  this  charity;  aad  ''in 
such  conversaticms  they  evinced  a  deep  and  earnest  inlierest  m 
the  wel&re  and  success  of  the  said  Frierid  of  the  Clergy  Cor- 
palpation,  and  expressed  their  intention  to  render  it  assist- 
ance; but  they  did  not'nor  did  either  of  them  state  in  what 
particular  mode  such  assistance  could  be  rendered^''  It  nap- 
peam  that  neither  the  testatrix  nor  her  husband,  m  any  way 
subscribed  to  or  aided  this  society  in.  their  UfeliiEa  The  cha- 
rity was  only  founded  in  1849.  It  is  not  stated,  at  what  tims 
the  conversations  to  which  I  have  referred  took  place.  Mr. 
Orooby,  it  is  worthy  of  remark,  did  not  give  anything  by  his 
will  to  this  charity,  but  left  all  to  his  wife.  TherefiMfe^  the 
case  made  in  favour  of  this  charity  is  under  thia  disadvan- 
tage, namely,  that  the  same  intentions  as  were  expressed  by 
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the  testatrix,  are  represented  to  have  been  expressed  also  by 
her  husband,  and  on  his  part  they  resulted  in  nothing.  Mr. 
Campbell  goes  on  to  say,  that  he  continued  on  terms  of 
friendship  with  Mrs.  Orooby  until  her  death;  and  that  he 
frequently  called  her  attention  to  this  charity,  and  that 
whenever  he  alluded  to  it  in  her  presence,  she  always  ex- 
pressed a  deep  and  earnest  interest  in  its  prosperity  and 
weUara  He  does  not  say,  that,  after  the  death  of  her  hus- 
bond,  there  was  any  further  evidence  of  an  intention  on  her 
part  to  benefit  this  charity;  he  says,  that  when  both  were  liv- 
ingthey  did  express  such  an  intention,  but  that  the  husband 
died,  and  had  not  carried  that  intention  into  effect;  that, 
afterwards,  he  had  conversations  with  the  testatrix,  and  that 
rae  expressed  a  deep  interest  in  the  welfare  of  the  charity, 
but  he  does  not  say  that  she  spoke  again  of  her  intention  to 
benefit  it  That  is  very  weak  evidence  from  which  to  con- 
clude that  this  was  the  charity  intended  by  the  will 
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With  respect  to  The  Sons  of  the  Clergy  Charily,  there  is 
nothing  to  enable  me  to  decide  in:  their  &vour.  The  evi- 
dence as  to  them  is,  that,  in  1854,  shortly  before  the  date 
of  this  win,  they  held  their  bi-centenary  festival,  and  sent 
out  9000  circulars  throughout  the  coimtry ;  and  it  is  certain- 
ly probable  that  the  attention  of  the  testatrix  might  thus 
be  attracted  to  this  charity. 


The  other  charity  now  before  me  is,  as  I  have  observed, 
locally  situate  in  the  diocese  of  CfloiLcester,  and  to  this  the 
husband  of  the  testatrix  was  a  subscriber.  It  is  caQed  Hie 
Clergy  Cha/rity,  and  was  founded,  according  to  the  evidence 
before  me,  in  imitation  of  The  Sons  of  the  Clergy  Society, 
and  its  object  is  the  relief  of  the  widows  and  orphans  of 
clergymen  and  distressed  clergymen  or  their  families  in  the 
£oeese  of  GUmceskr.  There  is  in  the  will  of  the  testatrix 
a  gift  to  The  Clergy  Orphan  Society,  which  is  a  similar 
charity  in  London,    These  circimistances,  however,  afford 
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but  weak  evidence  to  prove  that  it  was  the  intention  of  this 
lady  to  benefit  this  particular  charity. 

Then  it  was  suggested,  that  the  bequest  must  be  consi- 
dered void  for  uncertainty,  because  no  object  can  be  found 
to  answer  the  description.  In  the  case  before  the  Lord 
JustioeKnight  Bruce,  there  was  a  gift  to  a  charity  in  Jlfui- 
dlesex;  and  there  being  none  which  exactly  answered  the 
description,  it  was  held,  that  the  Court  had  authority  to 
direct  a  scheme;  and,  in  this  case,  this  legacy  being  preced- 
ed by  a  legacy  to  The  Church  Building  Society,  and  fol- 
lowed by  legacies  to  The  Church  Miaaionary  Society  and 
to  The  Clergy  Oi^pham  Society,  I  think  there  is  sufficient 
on  the  fa.ce  of  the  will  to  shew  that  the  testatrix  meant  tD 
confer  a  charitable  benefit  on  the  clergy  of  the  Chiuch  of 
England.  It  has  been  argued,  that  it  must  be  intendedfor 
the  clergy  themselves,  and  not  for  their  widows  or  families, 
and  three  of  the  societies  before  me  provide  for  all  these 
objects;  but  it  seems  reasonable  to  hold,  that  a  charitable 
bequest^  intended  for  distressed  clergymen,  should  extend 
to  what  is  unfortimately  the  commonest  form  of  distress 
among  them,  the  destitution  of  their  vddows  and  children. 

The  right  course  seems  to  me  to  be,  to  direct  a  scheme  for 
the  application  of  this  fiind  in  London;  the  testatrix  has 
specified  that  locality,  though  she  has  not  sufficiently  defined 
the  object  of  the  gift  The  Attorney-General  must  be  served 
with  the  petition,  and  then  it  must  be  mentioned  again. 
He  may  even  be  able  to  suggest  some  charity  which  may 
fully  answer  the  description. 

The  costs  of  all  parties  must  come  out  of  the  fund. 


On  the  petition  being  mentioned  on  a  sabsequent  day,  in  the  pre- 
sence of  the  Attorney-General,  a  scheme  was  directed  to  be  made  for 
the  application  of  the  legacy  cy  pres. 
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GOUQH  u  DAVIES.  •/tt;i^2n^. 

Tf^ILLIAM  DICK,  by  his  will  dated  the  3rd  of  June,  C(mr«tf-Cb»- 

ditional  Pat' 

1796,  gave  and  bequeathed  to  trustees  7000i,  U.  per  Cent  daw— 6  Geo.  4, 

Bank  Annuities,  upon  trust,  to  apply  the  dividends  thereof  ^'    *''    ' 

for  the  support*  maintenance,  and  education  of  his  grand-  ^  ^^^^^  ^ 

daughter  CaroUme  Amelia  Dick,  until  she  should  attain  felon  under 

the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  then  upon  trust  to  pay  nuai'hM  not 
into  her  proper  hands  the  dividends  of  the  said  sum  of  ^^^^^^er 

7000Z.  Bank  Annuities  for  her  separate  use,  and  after  her  the  Great  Seal. 

decease  then  upon  trust  for  all  her  children  as  therein  men-  c.  84,  b.  26, 

tioned;  and  in  case  she  should  not  have  any  child,  or  having  Shoae^sen-^"" 

such  every  such  child  should  die  under  the  age  of  twenty-  ^^^  ^*^Ld 

one  years  and  without  having  been  married,  then  the  said  by  the  Gover- 

testator  declared  his  will  to  be  that  the  said  70002.  Bank  ^<^iony,^ 

Annuities  should  be  transferred  to  and  vested  in  his  grand-  ^f  proj^J^^''* 

son  WaUcum  Dick,  if  he  should  be  living  at  the  time  of  the  subeequently 

decease  of  his  said  granddaughter,  but  if  not,  then  upon  them,  not  only 

trust  for  such  person  or  persons  respectively  as  at  the  time  indu8toy,*bS 

of  her  decease  should  be  the  testator's  next  of  kin.  ^^  ^y  ^^^^ 


So,  where  a 
The  testator  died  shortly  after  the  date  of  his  will  convict  who 

*'  had  receiTed  a 

Conditional 

WiUia/m  Dick,  the  grandson,  died  on  the  14th  of  May,  subsequently 

1 QQQ  became  enti- 

*®^^-  tied,  as  one  of 

a  class  which 

Ca/rdUme  Amelia  Dick,  the  granddaughter,  intermarried  ^vionsfy  as- 
with  the  Rev.  John  Davies,  who  died  in  or  about  the  year  of rtained,  to  a 

•^  share  of  per- 

1828.  Bonal  property 

bequeathed 
by  a  will  made 

The  ealdCarolimsAmeUa  Daviea  died  on  the  7th  of  April,  long  before 

.  ,  .  the  date  of  his 

1855,  Without  issue.  conviction:- 

Held,  he  was 
entitled  to  ro- 

The  next  of  kin  of  the  testator  at  the  time  of  her  death  tain  this  share 

against  the 
Crown. 


0»i 
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were  James  Oough,  John  Oough^  and  AUooa/nder  Didc 
Oough,  all  of  whom  were  still  living. 

On  the  13th  of  May,  1812,  JamsB  Ocugh  was  convicted 
of  felony,  and  sentence  of  death  was  recorded  against  him, 
which  was  commuted  to  transportation  for  life.  He  was 
transported  accordingly  to  New  South  Wales;  and  on  the 
1st  of  February,  1841,  the  Qovemor  of  that  colony,  under 
the  Commission  given  to  him  by  the  Eang  pursuant  to  the 
Act  of  the  30  Geo.  3,  a  47  (a),  granted  to  the  convict  a 


(a)  The  30  Geo.  3,  c.  47,  s.  1, 
provides,  that  bis  Majesty,  his 
heirs  and  snooessora,  by  commis- 
uon  under  the  Great  Seal,  may 
authorise  the  Governor  of  a  penal 
oolony,  by  an  instrument  in  writ- 
ing under  the  seal  of  the  govern- 
ment of  such  oolony,  ^  to  remit, 
either  absolutely  or  conditional- 
ly, the  whole  or  any  part  of  the 
time  or  term  for  which  any  such 
felons  or  other  offenders  afore- 
said shall  have  been  or  shall 
hereafter  be  respectively  convey- 
ed and  transported  to  such  place 
or  places  as  aforesaid,  and  that 
such  instrument  or  instruments 
shall  have  the  like  force  and  effect 
to  all  intents  and  purposes  as  if 
his  Majesty,  his  heirs  and  suc- 
cessors, had,  in  such  cases  respect- 
ively, signified  his  or  their  Royal 
intention  of  mercy  under  his  or 
their  sign  manual." 

The  4  Geo.  4,  c.  96,  s.  34,  recit- 
ing the  last-mentioned  statute, 
enacts,  **  That  all  instnimenls 
made  in  conformity  therewith 
before  the  Ist  day  of  January 
then  next,  should  have,  within 
^^ew  South  Wales  and  its  depen- 


dencies, the  eflGect  of  a  geneKil 
pardon  under  the  Great  Seal,  in- 
cluding the  names  of  the  oonviots 
whose  Beatenoea  tlie  Qoveraor 
had  so  remitted.'' 

And  sect  35  enacts,  thai  all 
such  instruments  in  fbture  should 
be  transmitted  to  his  Mi^ealy, 
his  heirs  and  sncoeflBon^  ftr  his 
and  their  approbation  and  alio  v- 
anoe;  and  when  so  improved, 
^  every  such  instrument  so  tnnt- 
mitted  as  aforesaid  ahaU  have 
and  shall  be  deemed  and  takn, 
from  the  date  thereof  witkm 
New  South  Wales  and  the  depti^ 
dendes  thereof  y  InU  not  eUewkert, 
such  and  the  same  effect  in  the 
law  to  all  intents  and  purposes 
asif  ageneral  pardon  had pasBed 
under  the  Great  Seal  aforesaid 
on  the  days  of  the  dates  of 
such  instruments  reapeotivelyf 
in  which  the  names  of  such  £^ 
Ions  or  offenders  had  been  in- 
cluded." 

The  5  Geo.  4,  c.  84,  s.  S6»  oo 
which  the  question  in  this  caie 
turned,  is  as  follows: — 

"  And  whereas  it  hath  some- 
times happened  that  felooa  on- 
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remission  of  the  remainder  of  his  punishment^  upon  con- 
dition *^  That  the  said  Ja/mea  Chugh  do  and  shall  quit  the 
oolony  of  New  Sovih  Wales  and  its  dependencies  at  any 
time  when  he  shall  be  required  by  the  Governor  so  to  do. 
And  if  the  said  James  Chmgh  shall  fidl  well  and  truly  to 
keep  and  perform  the  said  conditicm,  then  this  instrument 
shall  be  void  and  of  no  effect,  and  the  said  Ja/rnea  Oough 
shall  be  exposed  to  all  the  penalties  of  the  original  sentence.'' 


der  sentence  or  order  of  trans- 
portation in  New  South  Wales 
and  the  isl&ndB  adjacent  have 
received  from  the  (Governor  or 
Lieutenant-governor  thereof  re- 
miBsions,  either  absolute  or  con- 
ditional, of  the  whole  or  of  some 
part  of  the  term  of  their  trans- 
portation, and  have  by  their  in- 
dustry acquired  property  in  the 
enjoyment  whereof  it  is  expedi- 
ent to  protect  them,  and  the  like 
may  happen  in  fiiture  in  the 
same  colony  and  in  other  colo- 
nies to  which  felons  may  be 
transported  under  and  by  virtue 
of  this  Act ;  Be  it  therefore  enact- 
ed, that  it  shall  and  may  be  law- 
ful for  every  felon  under  sen- 
tenoe  or  order  of  transportation, 
who  hath  received  or  shall  re- 
ceive any  such  remission  as 
aforesaid  from  the  Goremor  or 
lieutenant-governor  of  any  other 
oolony,  who  may  be  authorised 
to  grant  the  same,  while  such  fe- 
lon shall  reside  in  a  place  where 
he  lawfully  may  reside  under 
such  sentence,  order,  or  remis- 
sion, and  under  the  provisions  of 
this  Act,  to  maintain  any  action 
or  suit  for  the  recovery  of  any 
property,  real,  personal,  or  mix- 
ed, acquired  by  such  felon  since 
his  or  her  conviction,  and  for  any 


damage  or  injury  sustained  by 
such  felon  sinoe  his  or  her  con- 
viction, not  only  in  the  courts  of 
the  colony  or  place  where  such 
felon  shall  lawfrilly  reside,  but 
also  in  the  Courts  of  this  King- 
dom, and  of  all  other  his  Mi^eS- 
ty's  dominions ;  and  if  the  de- 
fendant in  any  such  action  or 
suit  shall  plead  or  allege  in  his 
defence  the  plaintifTs  or  com- 
plainant's conviction  of  felony, 
and  the  plaintiff  or  complainant 
shall  allege  and  prove  that  he  or 
she  hath  received  such  remissioU 
as  aforesaid,  and  is  residing  in 
some  place  consistent  therewith 
and  with  the  provisions  of  this 
Act,  a  verdict  shall  pass  and 
judgment  shall  be  given  for  the 
plaintiff  or  complainant." 

The  6  Geo.  4,  c.  25,  8.1,  enacts, 
that  the  performance  of  the  con- 
dition in  case  of  a  conditional 
free  pardon  granted  by  the 
Crown  under  the  sign  manual, 
and  countersigned  by  the  Secre- 
tary of  State,  shall  have  the  ef- 
fect of  a  pardon  under  the  Great 
Seal  And  see  a  similar  provi^- 
sion  in  the  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  28,  s. 
13.  The  2  &  3  WUl.  4,  c.  62,  s.  2, 
limits  the  time  at  which  such 
pardons  may  first  be  granted. 


StaUmaU. 
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Suaement, 
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On  the  30th  of  March  in  the  same  year,  the  Qoyemor  of 
the  said  colony  sent  the  name  of  the  said  Ja/mea  Oough  to 
her  Majesty^s  Qovemment  in  EngUmd,  as  a  person  recom- 
mended for  absolute  pardon ;  and  her  Majesty  signified  her 
gracious  intention  to  approve  and  allow  such  pardon;  and 
on  the  8th  of  March,  1842,  this  was  accordingly  notified  in 
the  Sydmey  Gazette. 


Artfumetu.         Mr.  i2aft,Q. C,  and  Mr.  Cavma,  Q. C,  for  JamesOough : — 

By  the  efiect  of  these  pardons,  James  Chv/gh  is  entitled 
to  retain  his  share  of  this  property  as  against  the  Crown.  In 
Stokes  v.  Holden  (a),  where  a  felon  to  whom  a  legacy  was  left 
on  a  contingency  had  undergone  all  his  punishment  before 
the  contingency  happened,  it  was  held  that  he  was  entitled 
to  the  legacy,  though  it  would  have  belonged  to  the  Crown  if 
it  had  accrued  due  to  him  before  the  term  of  punishment  had 
expired :  Roberts  v.  Walker  (6),  Bullock  v.  Dodds  (c).  •  But 
in  this  case  both  the  conditional  free  pardon  of  the  Qovemor 
and  the  absolute  pardon  of  the  Crown  had  been  granted 
before  the  convict  became  entitled  to  this  property. 

The  effect  of  the  pardon  is  shewn  by  Cuddvngton  v. 
WUki/ns  (d),  where  a  felon  who  had  been  included  in  a 
general  pardon  was  held  capable  of  suing,  and  recovered  in 
an  action  on  the  case  against  the  Defendant  for  calling  him 
a  thief:  Newsome  v.  Bowyerie). 

Mr.  Wickens  for  the  Crown : — 

By  a  conditional  free  pardon  the  attainder  of  a  convict  is 
not  removed  during  his  life,  nor  is  it  a  total  remission  of  the 


(a)  1  Keen,  145. 

(b)  1  Rubs.  &  Mj.  752. 

(c)  2  B.  &  Aid.  258. 


(d)  Hob.  81. 

(e)  3  P.  Wms.  37. 
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sentence :  Bullock  v.  Dodds  (a),  Re  Chv/rch  (6).  The  whole 
question  turns  on  the  construction  of  the  5  Qeo.  4,  c.  84, 
&  26,  which  relates  only  to  property  acquired  by  industry. 
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Yice-Chancellob  Sib  W.  Page  Wood: — 

I  think  the  case  turns  upon  the  construction  of  the  5 
Qeo.  4,  c.  84,  s.  26,  and  that  a  liberal  construction  ought 
to  be  given  to  it,  as  it  is  intended  to  enlarge  a  benefit 
conferred  by  the  previous  statute  upon  convicts  who  should 
have  earned,  by  their  good  conduct,  a  Governor's  pardon. 
Upon  the  first  point  that  was  raised,  however,  I  think  it 
would  be  very  wrong  to  allow  any  doubt  to  be  thrown  upon 
the  decision  of  Bullock  v.  Dodds  (a).  It  has  been  argued, 
that  a  pardon,  although  not  under  the  Great  Seal,  but 
under  the  Privy  Seal  and  sign  manual,  operates  as  a  com- 
plete remission  of  all  the  consequences  of  the  attainder,  and 
restores  all  the  rights  of  property  to  the  convict  Now 
Bullock  V.  Dodds  (c)  deals  with  that  very  question,  and 
Abbott,  C.  J.,  in  his  judgment  in  that  case  sayEf,  "  The  in- 
tention of  mercy  signified  imder  the  sign  manual  has  not 
the  l^al  effect  of  a  pardon  under  the  Great  Seal ;  and,  in 
general,  a  pardon  under  the  Great  Seal  does  not,  without 
words  of  restitution,  enable  the  grantee  to  sue  upon  an 
obligation  which  had  vested  in  the  King  by  his  attainder.'' 


Judgmeni, 


As  to  Newsome  v.  Bowyer  (d),  it  is  to  be  explained  upon 
the  doctrine,  that,  on  attainder,  the  party  becomes  civiliter 
mortuus,  and  therefore  could  not  claim  as  husband  his  wife's 
property;  and  that,  consequently,  the  Crown  could  not  put 
in  a  claim  to  property  which  had  never  vested  in  the  hus- 
band 


(a)  2  B.  &  Aid.  258. 
(6)  16  Jur.517. 


(c)  2  B.  &  Aid.  268. 
(c0  3P.  Wm8.37. 


CASES  IN  OHANCEBT. 

Ig5e.  The  questi(»i  is  entirely  upon  the  statuteB  as  to  the  eflfeci 

of  a  pardon  in  the  penal  colony.    At  first,  only  a  limited 
effect  was  ^ven.    The  Qovemor  was  empowered  to  pardon 
convicts  in  a  qualified  manner,  so  that  such  pardon  should 
Judffment.     |^g  effect  only  in  the  colony.    Afterwards  it  was  provided, 
that  he  should  send  to  the  Government  in  Englomd  a  list 
of  names  of  persons  to  be  pardoned  from  time  to  time,  and 
these  persons  were  to  have  pardons  under  the  Ghreat  Seal 
Now,  the  names  are  transmitted  to  the  Secretary  of  State, 
and  he  forwards  them  to  her  Majesty,  who  graciously  inti- 
mates her  approval;  and  the  effect  of  such  a  proceeding  is 
regulated  by  the  5  Geo.  4,  c.  84,  s.  26,  upon  which  the  ques- 
tion in  iJiis  case  wholly  tum&     [His  Honor  read  the  pre- 
amble of  that  section  (a)].    The  preamble  seems  to  represent 
the  design  to  be,  to  protect  convicts  in  the  possession  of  pro- 
perty which  they  have  acquired  by  their  industry.      [His 
Honor  read  the  rest  of  the  section.]    The  statute  might 
certainly  have  been  more  clearly  expressed     It  has  been 
suggested,  that  if  it  was  intended  to  confer  eveiy  dvil  rights 
that  might  have  been  distinctly  provided.     I  am  not  sure 
that  this  was  the  intention.     There  may  remain  certain 
rights  which  the  convict  so  pardoned  does  not  r^ain,  and 
as  to  which  he  is  not  protected.     Previously  to  this  Act 
convicts  had  not,  by  law,  any  property  real  or  personal    It 
was  found  by  experience,  that  many  of  them  became  indus- 
trious persons,  and  acquired  property  by  their  industry;  and 
it  was  thought  desirable  that  they  should  be  protected  in 
the  enjoyment  of  property  so  acquired.     I  think  the  plain 
construction  to  be  put  upon  this  statute  is,  that  its  object  was 
to  protect  convicts,  who  evinced  a  disposition  to  become  in- 
dustrious, in  the  possession  of  property  acquired  by  them 
either  by  their  industry  or  otherwise.     It  is  reasonable  to 
suppose  that  such  protection  would  be  expedient,  in  order 
to  encourage  them  in  their  improved  course  of  life, 

{(i)  See  note,  j).  624. 
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This  difficulty  arises  if  any  narrower  construction  be  given, 
namely,  that  persons  who  wish  to  oppose  their  claim  to  the 
particular  property  would  plead  that  it  was  not  obtained 
by  industry;  and  the  inquiry,  whether  it  was  or  not^  would 
be  attended,  in  some  cases,  with  the  greatest  uncertainty; 
and  thus  it  would  sometimes  happen  that  the  very  scope 
and  object  of  this  section,  as  expressed  in  the  preamble, 
would  be  interfered  with.  A  reformed  convict  might  wish 
to  engage  in  business,  and  benevolent  persons  might  be  de- 
sirous to  assist  him  by  giving  him  stock  in  trade;  and,  ac- 
cording to  the  narrower  construction  suggested,  if  part  of 
that  property  should  be  taken  from  him,  he  would  not  be 
able  to  maintain  an  action  for  it,  to  say  nothing  of  the  diffi- 
culty and  hardship  of  a  case  in  which  the  goods  taken  were 
partly  the  fruits  of  a  man's  own  industry,  and  partly  given 
to  him  by  the  benevolence  of  others. 


1866. 


Judgment. 


The  property  in  question,  in  this  case,  has  come  to  the 
convict  since  his  conditional  pardon,  not  as  the  fruit  of  his 
industry,  but  simply  from  the  circumstance  of  his  being  one 
of  the  next  of  kin  of  the  testator  at  the  death  of  Mrs.  Davies. 
If  I  consider  that  the  statute  extends  to  any  property  be- 
yond that  which  may  have  been  acquired  by  the  industry  of 
the  convict,  I  can  draw  no  distinction  between  the  differ- 
ent modes  by  which  it  may  have  come  to  him.  I  must  ad- 
here to  the  literal  expression  of  the  enacting  part  of  the 
statute,  and  decide  that,  as  this  is  property  acquired  since 
the  period  referred  to  by  the  statute,  he  is  entitled  to  hold 
it,  and  to  sue  for  it  if  necessary. 
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May  lit.  In  the  MATTER  OF  THE  TRUSTS  OF  THE  WILL 

OF  PETER  SOWERBY. 

wai^Oiftfar  Peter  SOWERBT,  by  his  wm,  dated  in  1851, appoint. 

Bankrv^pte^—  ed  Martin  and  WHUamson  his  executors ;  and  the  will  con- 

^^^  tained  a  bequest  in  the  following  terms : — 
A  teBtator, 

bMArupt,  and  "  I  direct  my  just  debts  to  be  paid,  in  which  I  include  the 

hi!f MT^E^  unpaid  in  full  debts  proved  on  the  estate  of  Peter  Sowerby 

thirty  yean  the  elder  and  Peter  Sowerby  the  younger,  in  a  commission 

datoof hia  of  bankruptcy  issued  against  the  said  Peter  Sowerby  the 

i^his^JHU^  elder  and  Peter  Sowerby  the  yoimger,  in  or  about  Febru- 

that  aU  his  ary,  1822.     Thornaa  Aviaon,  o{  Liverpool,  was  then  the  so- 

be  paid,  in-  ucitor  to  the  commission.      I  hereby  will  and  direct  my 

del^TOoyed  aforesaid  executors  and  trustees,  within  three  years  from  the 

^ftST*  PJ?^  date  of  my  decease,  to  pay  imto  the  oflScial  assignee  of  the 

bankraptcy,  aforesaid  bankrupt  estate,  or  to  some  authorised  person  to 

hL  ezeoaton  he  appointed  by  the  High  Court  of  Chancery,  in  trust  to 

offiaSa«ri«*  P^y  ^  ^^^  aforesaid  creditors  who  have  proved  their  debts 

nee  in  the  in  the  aforesaid  commission,  so  much  money  as  will  make 

bankruptcy,  in  .   , 

trust  to  pay  aU  the  dividend  on  the  aforesaid  estate  equal  to  20a  in  the 

2^  mu^m^"  pound  on  all  the  debts  so  proved ;  no  interest  thereon  to  be 

ney  as  would  allowed  or  paid." 

make  tne  divi-  '^ 

dend  in  the 

bankruptcy 

equal  to  20«.  The  testator  was  one  of  the  bankrupts  mentioned  in  tbe 

^ffoJC^t  will,  and  had  long  since  obtained  his  certificate  in  the  back- 

tended  to  be 

Editor  did*  *  ^^®  ^^  ^uch  Creditors  had  himself  become  bankrupt,  and 

hk  dSh  i?  ^^  subsequently  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator.     The 

the  tertator's  question  was,  whether  his  interest  under  the  bequest  had 

lifetime.  ,          ,                                                                                      ^ 
lapsed. 
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Mr.  Cai/ms,  Q.  C,  for  the  assignee  of  the  deceased  credi- 
tor, argued,  that  this  gift  was  not  in  the  nature  o^  a  l^acy 
to  each  individual  creditor,  but  was  a  bequest  of  a  sum  to 
the  assignee  in  the  bankruptcy  of  the  testator,  to  be  applied 
for  the  benefit  of  the  creditora  He  cited  O'Cormor  v.  HaS" 
la/m  (a),  and  PhiUps  v.  Philips  (6),  where  a  testator,  by  his 
will,  dated  in  1825,  bequeathed  his  residuaiy  personal  estate 
to  trustees,  upon  trusty  to  divide  the  ultimate  surplus  of  the 
proceeds  thereof  "  unto  and  amongst  the  several  persons 
who  were  my  creditors  at  the  time  I  made  and  executed  a 
conveyance  of  my  estate  and  effects  for  their  general  bene- 
fit in  or  about  the  month  of  October,  1802,  their  respective 
executors  and  administrators  .  .  .  .  ,  excepting  out  of  such 
calculation  the  debt  due  to  my  late  brother  WHMa/m,  PhiUpa, 
or  his  administrator ;""  and  it  was  held  that  the  representa- 
tives of  creditors  who  had  died  in  the  testator^s  lifetime 
were  entitled  to  share. 


1866. 

In  re 

Sowebbt'8 

Tbubt. 

ArgummU, 


Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Baaalgette,  for  the  executors. 

The  question  is,  is  this  a  legacy  or  a  debt?  if  a  legacy,  it 
must  have  lapsed  by  the  death  of  the  legatee  in  the  testator's 
lifetime.  It  cannot  be  a  debt,  because  all  the  debts  in  the 
bankruptcy  were  extinguished  by  the  certificate;  and  that 
constitutes  the  chief  difference  between  this  case  and  those 
which  have  been  cited.  [Yice-Ohakcellob. — ^A  bequest  to 
the  official  assignee,  in  the  bankruptcy,  in  trust  to  pay  the 
debts,  woidd  be  good.]  Not  if  the  cestui  que  trust  died  in  the 
lifetime  of  the  testator.  In  Coppin  v.  Coppin  (c),  it  was  held, 
that  legacies  to  creditors  of  the  amoimt  of  debts  which  they 
had  previously  released  were  mere  volimtary  gifts,  like  any 
other  l^acy ;  and  in  WiUiamison  v.  Naylor  (d),  where  re- 
presentatives of  deceased  creditors  were  held  entitled,  the 


(a)5H.L.CaB.170. 
(6)  3  Hare,  281. 


(c)  2  P.  Wms.  295. 

(cO  3  Y.  &  C.  Exch.  208. 
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1856.        debts  had  not  been  in  any  way  discharged.    Then,  here  the 
In  re        testator  intended  a  personal  benefit  to  eadi  of  the  crediton^ 
^TsLv^.^     and  not  to  the  assignee  of  any  who  might  have  become 
bankrupt,  or  to  the  Crown  if  any  were  felona 


Judgment.       V|CB-CHJLNCELI/)B  SiB  W.  PAOE  WoOD: — 

I  do  not  say  that  this  will  is  wholly  free  from  difficulty ; 
but  I  think  that  the  intention  is  so  manifest,  that  the  diffi- 
culty is  solved. 

What  occasions  the  difficulty  i£^  that  the  bequest  is  in 
the  nature  of  bounty,  for  the  debts  are  actually  barred  by  a 
certificate  in  bankruptcy;  and  therefore,  whatever  the  cre- 
ditors in  the  bankruptcy  take  under  this  gift  must  be  fay 
the  gift  of  the  testator,  and  they  could  not  come  in  compe- 
tition with  his  own  creditors  at  his  deatL  Then,  to  whom 
is  the  gift  made  ?  A  direction  to  the  executors  to  pay  all 
the  debts  in  bankruptcy  which  were  xmpaid,  woidd  be  a 
valid  gift  in  law.  The  question  is,  whether  the  intention 
is  the  discharge  of  this  moral  duty,  or  whether  the  testator 
merely  intended  a  boxmty  to  the  creditors  individually.  If 
the  will  had  stopped  at  the  first  clause,  there  would  have 
been  no  question.  The  words  there  are,  "  I  direct  my  just 
debts  to  be  paid,  in  which  I  include  the  unpaid  in  ftJl  debts 
proved  on  the  estate  of  Peter  Sowerby  the  elder  and  Peier 
Sowerby  the  younger,  in  a  conmussion  of  bankruptcy  issued 
against  the  said  Peter  Sowerby  the  elder  and  Peter  Sowerby 
the  younger,  in  or  about  February,  1822." 

If  there  had  been  solely  this  direction,  the  executors  would 
have  been  boimd  to  find  out  what  debts  there  were.  They 
could  not  be  debts  in  one  sense,  because  they  were  discharged; 
but  the  executors  would  be  boimd  to  find  them  out  and  to 
take  care  that  that  they  were  satisfied  in  full    The  testator, 
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however,  proceeds  to  say,  "  I  direct  my  aforesaid  executors 
and  trustees,  within  three  years  from  the  date  of  my  de- 
cease, to  pay  unto  the  official  assignee  of  the  aforesaid 
bankrupt  estate,  or  to  some  authorised  person  to  be  ap- 
pointed by  the  High  Court  of  Chancery" — So  fer,  the  object 
was  simply  to  save  his  executors  trouble,  by  putting  it  in  a 
proper  channel  to  have  the  estate  administered  as  in  bank- 
ruptcy ;  and  then  come  the  words  which  create  the  embar- 
rassment^ "  in  trust  to  pay  all  the  aforesaid  creditors  who 
have  proved  their  debts  in  the  aforesaid  commission,  so  much 
money  as  will  make  the  dividend  on  the  aforesaid  estate 
equal  to  20^.  in  the  pound  on  all  the  debts  so  proved.'' 
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I  remark,  in  the  first  place,  that  the  reference  to  the 
aforesaid  creditors  is  not  very  exact  The  testator  had  not 
previously  named  any  creditors,  and  the  aforesaid  creditors 
means  no  more  than  what  he  had  before  said,  namely,  that 
he  wished  all  his  debts  to  be  paid ;  and  therefore,  I  am 
justified  in  reading  this  as  though  he  had  said,  "  I  wish 
that  there  should  be  paid  to  die  official  assignee  such  a  sum 
of  money  as  will  make  up  a  certain  dividend  on  all  the 
debts  which  have  been  proved."  I  think  that  this  is  the 
effect  of  his  words,  taking  into  consideration  his  clear  desire 
to  have  all  the  debts  established  in  the  bankruptcy  provided 
for,  as  expressed  in  the  first  part  of  the  clause,  and  also  the 
direction  that  payment  should  be  made  to  the  official  as- 
signee, or  to  some  other  trustee  appointed  by  the  Court  of 
Chancery  to  pay  tihe  dividends  to  such  creditors  It  is  a 
bounty  no  doubt^  but  it  is  given  with  an  expression  of  a 
desire  on  the  part  of  the  testator,  which  ought  to  be  taken 
into  consideration,  that  full  justice  should  be  done  in  respect 
of  all  Uiat  was  left  impaid  at  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy. 
There  being  this  manifest  intention  on  the  part  of  the  tes- 
tator that  all  his  debts  should  be  paid,  the  question  is,  whe- 
ther it  is  possible  to  conceive  that  the  testator's  sense  of 
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jastioe  in  the  matter  would  be  satisfied  by  depriying  of  their 
shares  any  of  the  creditors  who  might  have  died  in  the  in- 
terval between  the  bankruptcy  and  his  own  death,  espe- 
cially as  the  will  was  made  thirty  years  after  the  bankrupt- 
cy, as  appears  upon  the  &ce  of  it  I  cannot  oonoeiye  that 
this  was  the  testator's  intention. 


I  consider  that  this  is  a  legacy  to  the  official  assignee  of 
so  much  money  as  would  make  up  a  dividend  of  20».  in  the 
pound  to  all  those  creditors  who  have  proved  tibeir  debts. 

The  other  difficulties  do  not  much  a£fect  my  mind  In 
the  case  of  the  creditors  who  are  dead,  the  assignee  will  hold 
the  dividend  in  trust  for  their  representatives.  And  with 
respect  to  the  suggestion,  that  some  creditor  might  since 
have  become  a  felon,  I  cannot  suppose  that  the  testator  had 
at  all  considered  or  cared  how,  in  such  a  case,  the  Crown 
might  adjust  its  claim.  I  quite  admit  the  distinction  be- 
tween this  case  and  the  authorities  cited,  but  I  hold  this  to 
be  a  good  bequest  to  the  official  assignee  for  the  purpose 
stated. 
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One  is,  that  the  law  of  the  domicil  follows  a  person  to         18fi6. 
another  country,  and  if  he  marry  in  a  country  which  has  a         j^^t 
different  law  as  to  marriage  from  that  of  the  country  of  his      ^^^j^* 
domicil,  the  marriage  must  be  celebrated  indeed  according 
to  the  law  of  the  country  where  he  resides,  but  its  effect  is 
r^ulated  by  that  of  his  domicil     In  other  words,  these 
questions  of  marriage  and  status  are  another  form  of  the 
doctrine  now  well  settled,  that  as  regards  all  personal  con- 
tracts the  law  of  the  domicil  must  prevail 

It  has  long  been  settled  in  France,  according  to  De  Gonty's 
ease,  referred  to  in  Munro  v.  Munro  (a),  that,  if  a  domiciled 
Frenchman  has  a  child  bom  to  him  in  England,  and  sub- 
fiequenily  marries  the  mother,  the  law  of  Fra/nce  prevails, 
and  the  child  may  be  made  legitimata  That  was  followed  in 
Munro  v.  Munro  (b),  which  was  the  decision  of  the  House 
of  Lords  sitting  as  a  Scotch  Court  of  Appeal,  and  determined 
that  a  domiciled  Scotchman  having  had  a  child  by  an  Eng- 
lish woman  and  having  subsequently  married  her,  the  law 
of  Sootiamd  applied  and  the  child  was  made  legitimate. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  converse  doctrine  is  equally  well 
settled,  that,  if  a  person  affected  by  the  law  of  Engta/nd, 
having  an  English  domicil,  were  to  have  a  child  by  a 
woman  in  France  and  afterwards  married  her  in  France, 
the  child  could  not  thereby  be  made  legitimate,  but  the 
law  of  England  would  apply  to  the  transaction. 

I  must  then  inquire  whether  the  case  which  I  have  now 
to  consider  has  ever  occurred  for  decision,  where  the  father 
was  domiciled  at  the  birth  of  the  child  in  England,  and  at 
his  subsequent  marriage  with  the  mother  was  domiciled  in 
France,  I  can  find  no  such  case.  Lloyd  v.  Lloyd  (c)  was 
of  a  different  description,  because  there  the  domicil  of  the 

(a)  7  CI.  &  F.  876.  (6)  Id.  842.  (c)  13  Beav.  401,  n. 
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fether  at  the  time  of  the  birth  of  the  child  was  uncei 
and  the  Court  seems  to  have  held,  that,  as  his  dom 
origin  was  uncertain,  he  must  be  taken  at  the  birth  < 
child  to  have  been  domiciled  in  Frarvce;  and  there 
was  a  case  of  a  person  who  had  a  Frendi  domidl,  \ 
whom  a  child  was  bom  before  marriage,  and  it  fol 
of  course,  that  such  child  could  be  legitimatised  uf 
subsequent  marriage. 

Upon  principle,  then,  what  is  the  law  of -France  as 

timisation  of  children  upon  a  subsequent  marriage  w 

mother  ?   I  disregard  at  present  the  particular  forms  n 

by  the  Code  for  this  purposa     There  have  been  man 

sions  in  France  which  have  cleared  the  ground  of  somi 

tions  which  still  remain  uncertain  by  the  law  of  Sa 

The  Roman  law  proceeded  wholly  upon  the  assumptii 

the  subsequent  marriage  was  evidence  of  a  contract  e 

at  the  time  of  the  connection,  of  which  the  child  ip 

fruit ;  and  according  to  that  law  there  was  a  great  dii 

in  the  way  of  legitimisation,  if,  between  the  birth 

child  and  the  marriage  of  the  parents,  either  had 

another  marriage.     The  view  which  is  taken  of  the  qi 

by  Merlin  in  his  Repertoire  de  Jurisprudence  is,  t 

such  a  case,  legitimisation  was  impossible  by  the  1 

law.     The  Fi^each  law  has  got  rid  of  this  difficuli 

Pothier,  in  his  Traits  du  Marriage,  pt  v.  cL  2,  ai 

with  respect  to  an  intermediate  marriage  and  the  el 

a  subse<iuent  marriage  with  the  father  of  the  bastar 

the  theory  of  a  retroaction  back  to  the  period  of  tl 

ception  of  the  child,  says :  "  La  fiction  de  cette  r^tit 

tion  n'est  pas  absolum^it  n^oessaire  pour  la  l^tuoo 

il  suffit  qu  on  puisse  fisivorablement  supposer  que,  1 

commerce  que  les  parties  ont  eu  ensemble,  elles  ont 

conunerce  en  vue  du  manage  qu'elles  se  proposaieol 

d<^  ci^ntract<>r :  que  Tune  des  parties  a  depuis  chai 

dwntnn  en  so  nuuiant  a  une  autre  personne ;  mais  qu 
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la  dissolution  de  ce  mariage,  elles  ont  enfin  ex^ciit^  leur 
premier  desseiiL" 

But  it  is  very  important  again  to  go  back  to  the  theory, 
that  it  must  rest  upon  contract  in  some  way  or  other. 
Originally  the  Rcyiiw/n  law  seems  to  have  founded  it  on  a 
much  more  inteUigible  principle,  namely,  that  there  was  an 
inchoate  contract,  which,  when  perfected  by  marriage,  was 
drawn  back  to  the  period  of  the  commencement  of  the  con- 
tract, and  so  the  child  waj3  made  legitimate ;  but  that  an 
intermediate  marriage  intercepted  this,  and  in  effect  put  an 
end  to  the  contract 
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It  is  clear,  that  it  was  treated  as  a  contract  both  by  the  Ra- 
man and  French  law,  for  these  laws  distinguished  the  case 
where  the  parties  at  the  period  of  their  original  intercourse 
were  not  in  a  position  which  rendered  them  capable  of  marry- 
ing, and  in  such  case  the  child  could  not  be  made  legitimate. 
For  instance,  if  the  man  were  married  to  another  woman  at 
the  time  of  the  conception  of  the  child,  though  his  wife  died 
before  its  birth,  the  child  could  not  be  legitimatised ;  so,  if 
the  man  were  in  priest's  orders,  and  in  numerous  other 
cases.  If  there  were  any  disability  to  contract  a  marriage 
between  the  parties,  the  child  could  not  afterwards  be  made 
legitimate. 

Another  point  stated  by  Merlin  to  be  decided  is,  that,  if 
any  such  disability  existed,  the  same  effect  would  be  pro- 
duced though  the  other  party  was  entirely  ignorant  of  such 
disability,  as,  if  the  man  were  married  and  the  woman  was 
totally  unconscious  of  that  fact,  the  child  could  not  be  made 
legitimate.  That  shews  that  the  law  must  depend  wholly 
upon  the  theory  of  a  contract.  But  for  this  last  case,  there 
might  be  some  doubt  whether  it  did  not  depend  in  some 
degree  upon  the  immorality  of  the  transaction.     Some  of 
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the  authorities  do  mention  that  as  a  reajson,  but  it  cannot 
be  so  if  the  rule  is  the  same  where  one  of  the  parties  0 
totally  ignorant  that  the  intercourse  was  adulterous. 

Another  point  determined  by  the  law  of  France  is,  that 
although  the  party  may,  at  the  time  of  the  subsequent 
marriage,  recognise  the  child  as  his  own,  yet  if  it  can  be 
shewn  that  the  child  was  not  his,  or  that  it  was  a  matter  ol 
doubt,  the  l^timisation  does  not  take  plaoa  This  is  laid 
down  in  Merlin's  Repertoire  de  Jurisprudence,  Art  Legi- 
time, p.  37  (a),  the  case  otAntome  Salnove,  where  it  is  stat- 
ed that  he  declared,  *'  qu'k  regard  des  deux  enfans  qu'il  a 
reconnus  il  croit  y  avoir  bonne  part,''  leaving  it  to  be  in- 
ferred that  they  might  be  the  children  of  others. 


(a)  La  reconnaissance  mdme 
la  plus  authentique  n*op6rerait 
rien  en  fkyeur  des  enfans,  et  le 
manage  ne  les  16gitimerait  pas, 
8*il  6tait  prouv6  qa'ils  n'ont  pas 
pour  pdre  celui  qui  les  reconnatt 
pour  sien  an  moment  oh.  il  Spouse 
lear  mdre.  Yoicl  une  espdce  qui 
B^est  presentee  ^  ce  sujet  au  Par- 
lement  de  Paris, 

En  1662,  il  nalt  du  marquis 
de  Termes  et  de  Marie  Laurent, 
un  bfttard,  que  I'on  baptise  sous 
leurs  noms ;  Antoine  Safnove  en 
est  parraiu. 

En  1661,  Aiiloitie  Salnove 
6pouse  Marie  Laurent,  et  declare 
dans  le  contrat  de  mariage  que 
les  deux  enfans  dont  on  vient  de 
parler  sent  de  lui.  Aussitdt  son 
pdre  et  sa  mdre  se  pounroient 
devant  Tofficiel,  pour  faire  d6- 
clarer  ce  mariage  nul,  aitendu 
PaUiance  spirituelie  qu'avait  con- 
tract^ Antoine  Salnove  avec  sa 
pr6tendue  femme,  en  tenant  sur 


les  fonds  de  baptdme  Fenfieuit  116 
d'elle  et  da  marquis  de  Termee, 

Dans  le  cours  de  la  proc6dure^ 
Antoine  Salnove  et  sa  femme 
sont  interrogds  sur  le  fidt  de 
savoir  si  celle-ci  n*a  point  «a 
d'autres  mauvaises  habitudes* 
Antoine  Salnove  r6pond  que  de- 
puis  le  temps  de  son  mariage,  il 
ne  croit  pas  que  sa  femme  ait  eu 
affaire  h,  d 'autre  qu'^  lui  ;  etqu'i 
regard  des  deux  enfans  qn*il  a 
reconnus,  il  croit  y  (woir  bonne 
part.  Quant  h  la  femme,  elle 
dit  qu*elle  n*est  tenue  de  r6pondre 
de  ces  faits  qu*^  son  mari,  et 
qu^il  en  sait  la  v6rit^. 

Aprds  d'autres  procedures 
qu^il  est  inutile  de  d^tailler  ici> 
et  une  reiteration  solennelle  do 
mariage,  en  vertu  d'une  dispense 
du  Pape,  sentence  intervient  aa 
chfttelet,  qui  confirme  k  Marie 
Laurent  la  quality  de  veuve 
d'Antoine  Salnove,  et  ordoune 
que  les  extraits  baptistaires  des 
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Now  the  state  of  the  English  law  on  the  subject  is  to  some 
extent  clear.  As  to  children  bom  in  wedlock,  ever  since  the 
decision  in  BirtwhiatU  v.  Vardill  (a),  it  has  been  acknow- 
ledged that  the  Statute  of  Merton,  20  Hen.  3,  though  in 
terms  confined  to  an  inheritance  in  land,  is  declaratory  of 
the  law  as  it  then  existed ;  and  that^  according  to  the  Eng- 
lish law,  a  child  not  bom  in  wedlock  is  filius  nullius;  and  it 
is  impossible  for  an  Englishman,  as  long  as  he  remains  sub- 
ject to  the  laws  oi England,  to  render  such  a  child  legitimate. 
The  of&pring  of  any  woman  not  married  cannot  be  attribut- 
ed to  any  particular  father  in  England  except  for  certain 
criminal  purposes  in  bastardy.  There  is  no  connection  be- 
tween the  father  and  the  child,  and  nothing  done  by  the 
father  afterwards  can  improve  the  condition  of  the  child. 
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Then  the  question  arises,  whether  this  law  is  to  be  applied 


enfaDs  n^s  en  16ff4  seront  r6for- 
m68  80U8  le  nom  de  ce  dernier. 

Mais  sur  Fappel  des  h^ritiers 
collat^rauz,  arr6t  da  13  f^Svrier, 
1064,  conforme  aux  conclusions 
de  M.  PAvocat-G6n6ral  Taloriy 
qui,  fiusant  droit  snr  le  chef  de 
la  sentence,  qui  ordonne  la  re- 
formation des  extralts  baptis- 
taires,  met  Tappellation  et  ce 
dont  est  appel  an  n6ant ;  6men- 
dant  maintient  les  appelans  en 
possession  des  biens  d^Antoine 
Salnove ;  la  sentence  an  surplus 
sortissant  son  effet. 

Les  moti&  de  cet  arrdt  ont 
6t6,  que  Marie  Laurent  s'^tait 
constamment  prostitute  h  plu- 
sieurs,  puisque  le  marquis  de 
Termes  en  avait  eu  un  enfant  en 
1652,  et  que  les  en£uis  nds  en 
1654  devaient  encore  dtre  pr6. 
sum&  du  mdme  p^re,  puisque 
leursextraiU  baptistaires  6taient 


con^ns  en  son  nom ;  qu'enfin 
AfUoifu  Salnove  n^avait  pas  dit 
dans  son  interrogatoire  que  ces 
enfans  ^taient  de  lui,  mais  seule- 
meut  qu*il  y  avait  eu  bonne 
part,  ce  qui  signifiait  que  d*au- 
tres  pouvaient  y  avoir  contribu6 
aussi  bien  que  lui.  Toutes  ces 
circonstances  r^unies  Tout  em- 
port6  sur  la  declaration  faite  au 
contrat  de  manage,  et  cette  de- 
cision est  trdsjudicieuse:  ''car 
il  se  trouve  des  hommes  telle- 
ment  aveugl6s  et  abandonnes 
dans  le  desordre,  que  pour  com- 
plaire  h,  une  femme  pro8titu6e, 
ils  adopteraient  pour  ainsi  dire, 
par  un  manage  subsequent,  des 
enfans  de  toutes  sortes  de  con- 
jonctions,  ce  qui  serait  d^une 
dangereuse  consequence  dans  le 
public." 

(a)  7  CI.  &  F.  895. 
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to  the  child  of  an  Engliahman  residmg  in  a  foreign  country, 
and  having  a  child  bom  to  him  of  a  woman  in  that  country; 
and  this  point>  to  a  certain  extent^  is  a  novel  one.  It  was 
not  determined  in  Shedden  v.  Pati^k  {a).  There,  on  tho 
question  in  the  first  case,  it  was  assumed  that  the  domidl 
of  the  party  was  Avnericany  and  thereupon  ail  the  conse- 
quences followed  necessarily,  and  of  course  the  child  would 
be  illegitimate,  because  it  was  so  by  the  law  of  the  country 
where  his  father  was  assumed  to  be  domiciled.  In  the 
second  case  of  Shedden  v.  Patrick  (a),  the  Court,  for  the 
purpose  of  considering  whether  there  was  any  fraud  in  sup- 
pressing the  fact  that  the  domicil  was  Scotch,  assumed  that 
it  was  Scotch,  and  then  the  Plaintiff  was  an  alien  unless  he 
could  avail  himself  of  the  statutes  which  enact  that  the 
child  of  a  natural-bom  English  subject  is  an  English  sub- 
ject, though  bom  out  of  the  jurisdiction;  and  therefore,  the 
question  to  be  determined  was,  what  was  the  paternity  of 
tlie  child,  and  whether  he  was  bom  of  an  English  father; 
and  it  was  held  that  he  was  not,  and  the  reason  for  that 
was,  as  expressed  by  Lord  Redeadale,  because  at  the  moment 
of  his  birth  the  American  law  touched  him,  and  at  his 
birth  it  could  not  be  said  that  he  was  the  child  of  an 
English  father.  Lord  Brouglmm's  view  was,  that,  admit- 
ting that  the  law  of  the  domicil  must  be  followed,  the  effect 
of  a  Scotch  marriage  is  not  to  render  a  child  previously 
bom  legitimate  ab  initio,  looking  to  the  circumstance  of 
the  possibility  of  an  intermediate  marriage,  and  the  mis- 
chievous consequences  of  holding  the  child  to  be  rendered 
legitimate  ab  initio,  and  therefore  the  law  would  touch  him  at 
liis  birth,  and  having  once  taken  effect  he  is  an  alien,  and  that 
is  indelible.  That  does  not  necessarily  involve  the  indelibihty 
of  bastardy.  It  might  be  held  that  the  comity  which  one  na- 
tion extends  to  another  would  not  reach  this  state  of  alienage. 
The  state  would  claim  its  subject.      The  question  of  the  iii- 
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delibility  of  bastardy,  therefore,  did  not  come  into  considera- 
tion in  that  case ;  but  it  was  a  good  deal  discussed  in  Munro 
V.  Munro  (a),  and  observations  were  made  in  that  case  by 
Lord  CoUenha/ni,  which  are  very  important.  In  p.  873,  he 
is  reported  to  have  said,  "  If  a  domiciled  Scotchman  be  in 
the  habit,  for  business  or  pleasure,  of  passing  part  of  his 
time  beyond  the  border,  and  some  of  his  children  are  born  - 
within  and  some  without  the  limits  of  Scotland^  can  it  be 
the  law  that  a  subsequent  marriage  should  legitimatise  some 
only  of  his  children,  and  leave  the  rest  illegitimate  ?  It  has 
been  assumed  in  argument  that  any  of  such  children  bom 
in  a  country  which  allowed  legitimation  per  subsequens 
matrimonium  would  be  legitimate  in  Scotland,  but  not  if 
bom  in  England  or  in  any  other  country  which  did  not 
recognise  such  legitimation.  This  argument  is  founded 
upon  the  supposed  indelibility  of  bastardy,  and  seems  to 
have  its  origin  in  the  circumstance  of  some  very  learned 
persons  having  used  expressions  applicable  to  English  law 
upon  a  question  of  purely  Scotch  law.  If  English  parents 
have  a  child  bom  in  another  country,  could  the  legitimacy 
of  such  child  in  England  be  affected  by  the  law  of  such 
country  ?  The  effect  of  a  Scotch  marriage  must  be  judged 
of  vrith  reference  to  Scotch  law;  and  that  law  not  only  does 
not  admit  the  doctrine  of  the  indelibility  of  bastardy,  but, 
on  the  contrary,  holds  that  no  bastardy  is  indelible  unless 
the  parents  were,  at  the  time  of  the  birth,  incapable  of 
marrying.  If,  therefore,  the  law  of  England  be  imported 
into  the  consideration,  the  effect  of  the  Scotch  marriage  is 
judged  of  not  by  the  law  of  Scotland,  but  by  the  law  of  Eng- 
land, In  this  view  of  the  law  of  Scotland,  all  the  learned 
Judges  of  the  Court  of  Session,  with  the  single  exception  of 
the  Lord  President,  concurred ;  and  he  founded  his  dissent 
upon  the  rule  of  the  law  of  England  as  to  the  indeUbility  of 
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bastardy,  and  upon  expreadons  of  English  lawyeni.  Scii 
he  adds,  '  in  the  ease  of  Rose  v.  Moss,  I  stated,  in  my 
opinion,  that  I  would  not  take  the  law  from  sach  an  ex- 
treme case  as  that  of  a  woman  taken  suddenly,  and  perhaps 
prematurely  in  labour,  whilst  travelling  in  England  with 
or  without  her  paramour,  and  brought  to  bed  of  a  bastard 
there,  and  then  returning  with  it^  on.  her  reooveiy,  to  Scot- 
land. That  is  an  extreme  case,  and  what  might  be  the  law 
as  to  it  we  must  endeavour  to  settle  when  the  case  ooeurs.'' 
Beyond  aU  doubts  a  child  so  bom  would  be  affected  with 
indelible  bastardy  in  England,  and  if  that  is  to  r^ulate 
his  status  in  Scotland,  the  peculiar  circumstances  referred 
to  would  not  make  an  exception  in  his  &vour.'' 

Those  observations  are  very  important  as  shewing  Lord 
Cottenham's  view  to  be,  that  a  domiciled  Scoidiman  carries 
with  him  into  another  country  the  law  of  Scotland,  as  to  all 
personal  contracts  into  which  he  may  enter.  If  he  have  a 
child  bom  in  England,  the  place  of  its  birth  has  nothing  to 
do  with  the  law  of  its  domicil. 

In  the  case  before  me,  no  importance  can  be  attributed 
to  the  fact  of  the  mother  being  2l  French  woman.  A  domi- 
ciled Englishman  having  a  child  before  marriage  in  any 
part  of  the  world  by  a  woman  of  any  other  nation,  the 
legitimacy  or  ill^timacy  of  that  child  must  be  determined 
by  the  law  of  his  domicil.  How  can  such  a  question  be 
affected  by  the  law  of  any  other  coimtry  in  which  the  child 
may  happen  to  be  bom.  The  importance  of  De  Conty's 
case  and  Munro  v.  Munro  (a)  is,  that  they  decide  a  doubt 
which  seems  to  have  been  floating  in  the  minds  of  several 
Judges  of  eminence,  as  to  whether  the  place  of  birth  did 
not  affect  the  domicil  of  the  child. 

In  Munro  v.  Munro,  the  Lord  President  in  the  court 
{a)  7  CI.  &  F.  842- 
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below  said,  that  He  could  not  conceive  what  the  law  of  the 
domidl  had  to  do  with  it,  the  child  was  bom  in  England, 
and  of  whatever  country  the  father  might  be  could  not 
make  any  diflferenca  He  was  bom  in  a  country  in  which  a 
child  bom  out  of  wedlock  is  a  bastard.  That  was  an  error 
which  had  been  dealt  with  long  ago  by  the  French  courts, 
and  their  decision  was  recognised  in  Munro  v.  Munro  (a)  ; 
and  Lord  CoUenham  says,  applying  that  to  the  case  of  JEng" 
Ush  parents  who  have  a  child  bom  in  another  coimtry,  its 
domicil  of  origin  must  be  the  same  as  that  of  its  parents. 
That  seems  also  to  have  been  kept  in  view  in  Lord  Redes- 
date's  observations  in  the  first  case  otShedden  v.  Patrick  (b). 
He  assumes  the  &ther  to  be  domiciled  in  England;  and  in 
The  Strathmore  Peerage  case  (c)  he  says,  "  My  Lords,  I 
appvehend  that  that  is  the  true  ground  of  the  decision— 4ie 
was  an  alien,  and  that  character  coidd  not  be  altered  by  the 
retrospective  eflfect  of  the  law  of  Scotkmd;  so  I  apprehend 
that  this  child  was  bom  illegitimate  according  to  the  law  of 
the  coimtry  in  which  he  was  bom,  according  to  the  condition 
of  his  mother  of  whom  he  was  bom,  and  according  to  the 
state  of  his  &ther,  who  was,  at  the  time,  a  person  unques- 
tionably domiciled  in  England."  Everything  there  con- 
curred. He  was  bom  in  Engkmd  of  an  English  mother, 
and  his  father  was  domiciled  in  England.  In  Mvmro  v. 
Munro  (a),  the  converse  was  the  case.  The  place  of  the 
birth  and  of  the  marriage  were  immaterial,  the  domicil  was 
materiaL 
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Merlin,  in  his  Questions  de  Droit,  Art.  Legitimation,  p. 
171,  gives  his  view  of  the  law  in  this  manner.  He  asks, 
"Quel  est,  en  France,  T^tat  dun  enfant  naturel  ne  en 
Angleterre,  d'un  Anglais  et  d'lme  Anglaise  que  se  seront 
mari&  dans  leur  patrie  apr^  sa  naissance  f*  And  to  this 
question  he  answers,  that,  of  course,  the  French  courts 
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would  hold  such  child  to  be  illegitimate ;  then  he  asks,  what 
would  be  the  state  of  such  an  illegitimate  child  bom  not  in 
Engla/nd  but  in  France;  and  concludes,  that  it  must  equally 
be  illegitimate,  and  that  is  the  only  point  on  which  there 
might  be  some  doubt,  except  for  Munro  v.  Munro{a\  which 
has  settled  that  question.  It  has  been  contended,  that  there 
is  a  diflference  between  a  child  bom  in  a  country  where  bas- 
tardy is  indelible  and  where  it  is  not^  and  here  the  child  was 
bom  in  France,  where  there  is  no  such  indelibility ;  but  if 
the  law  of  the  &ther  s  domicil  is  to  apply,  the  case  is  iden- 
tical with  that  of  an  English  parent  having  a  child  before 
marriage  in  this  country  by  a  French  woman,  and  attempt- 
ing afterwards^  by  a  marriage  in  France,  to  render  that 
child  legitimate.  On  every  point  of  principle,  the  law  of 
the  father's  domicil  having  fastened  on  the  child,  I  am  dri- 
ven to  this  dilemma :  If  the  child  be  legitimate,  it  is  the 
child  of  one  who,  at  its  birth,  was  a  domiciled  Englishman; 
but  if  that  is  admitted,  and  it  is  conceded  that  the  child  was 
born  before  marriage,  it  must  be  illegitimate,  for  it  has  no 
father  by  the  English  law,  and  nothing  can  afterwards  esta- 
blish any  relationship  between  the  putative  father  and  the 
chUd. 

Again,  placing  the  legitimacy  on  the  foundation  of  a  con- 
tract at  the  conception,  the  French  lawyers  hold,  that  if 
there  is  any  obstacle  at  the  time  of  the  conception  of  the 
child  it  can  never  be  made  legitimate;  and  as  a  contract 
that  tlie  child  should  be  afterwards  rendered  legitimate  by 
marriage,  could  not  be  entered  into  by  a  domiciled  English' 
man,  the  child  must  necessarily  be  illegitimate,  and  must 
belong  to  the  mother,  and  it  would  be  immaterial  that  she 
was  ignorant  of  that  legal  obstacle.  So  again,  looking  to  those 
other  cases  in  which  it  has  been  held  that  the  courts  inFixince 
will  not  allow  a  child  to  be  rendered  legitimate  where  it  is 
uncertain  wlio  the  fatlior  was,  and  jus  the  English  law  siiys, 


") 


}  7  (1.  \-  F.  842. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


613 


that  in  the  case  of  the  child  of  an  unmarried  woman  the  fa- 
ther never  can  be  ascertained,  it  therefore  follows,  that,  even 
according  to  the  French  law,  the  child  in  this  case  could 
not  be  made  legitimate.  This  case,  therefore,  seems  to  me 
to  be  concluded  by  the  current  of  authorities,  especially 
since  the  decision  in  Munro  v.  Munro  (a),  and  I  must 
hold  this  lady  to  be  illegitimate.  [His  Honor  then  ob- 
served that  the  formalities  required  by  the  French  law  for 
the  l^timisation  of  the  child  did  not  seem  to  have  been 
duly  observed,  as  there  had  not  been  a  proper  recognition 
of  the  child  by  both  the  parents  ;  and  he  continued : — ] 
It  is  said  that  the  marriage  in  1 844  was  not  a  valid  marriage ; 
but  though  the  father  was  domiciled  in  Englandt  the  Act 
of  Parliament,  46  Geo.  4,  c.  91,  enables  him  to  marry  at  the 
Britisli  Embassy,  and  has  no  reference  to  the  wife  being 
an  Englishwoman  or  a  foreigner ;  and  I  must  hold  that 
marriage  to  have  been  good.  If  so,  the  recognition  of  the 
child  was  not  then  made.  There  may  be  a  conflict  of  laws 
in  all  cases  depending  on  positive  statute,  as  if  an  English" 
TYian  were  to  marry  his  former  wife's  sister  in  France,  such 
marriage  could  never  make  her  his  lawful  wife,  though  by 
the  French  law  such  marriages  are  valid.  Those  are  con- 
flicts of  law  which  cannot  always  be  avoided. 
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I  will  mention  one  or  two  of  the  extreme  inconveniences 
which  would  result  if  the  law  were  otherwise  than  as  I  have 
held  it  to  be.  If  a  domiciled  Englishman,  being  the  puta- 
tive father  of  an  illegitimate  child,  could  afterwards  legi- 
timatise  such  child,  the  consequences  would  be  most  serious, 
because  the  doctrine  must  apply  not  merely  to  children  by  a 
foreign  woman.  But  if  he  had  children  by  a  foreign  or  an 
Englishvjomxin  and  afterwards  domiciled  himself  in  France, 
he  could  then,  by  marriage,  make  them  all  legitimate. 
Suppose,  as  here,  that  a  bequest  was  matle  by  the  will  of 
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some  third  person  to  A,' 8  children,  by  our  law  such  a  gift 
takes  effect  in  &vour  of  legitimate  children  only.  The 
testator  may  have  known  that  the  father  of  the  objects  of 
his  bounty  had,  besides  his  legitimate  children,  six  or  seven 
illegitimate  children,  and  that  these  would  not  be  included. 
Is  the  father  of  them,  by  a  subsequent  marriage  in  Fnmce, 
to  give  them  the  capacity  to  share  in  the  benefit  of  the 
bequest?  It  may  be  said,  that  similar  results  foUow  in 
Frcmce  and  in  Scotland ;  but  then,  that  is  by  the  law  of 
those  countries,  and  testators  are  aware  of  that  law.  Why 
is  a  testator  in  England  to  assume  that  the  parent  of  his 
legatees  may  introduce  illegitimate  children  to  share  with 
them,  which  he  could  not  do  by  the  law  of  this  country? 


It  seems  to  me  that  such  consequences  would  be  ex- 
tremely serious  and  little  suited  to  the  law  of  this  country; 
and  I  think,  as  Lord  CoUeTiJuim  says  in  Munro  v.  Mvairo(a), 
the  question  in  such  cases  must  be,  can  the  l^timisation 
of  the  children  be  effected  in  the  country  in  which  the  father 
is  domiciled  at  their  birth,  for  their  legitimacy  must  be  de- 
cided by  the  law  of  that  country  once  for  alL 


(a)  7a.&F.842. 
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In  the  Matter  of  THE  CLERGY  SOCIETY;  Junt  7^. 

AND 

Of  THE  10  &  11  VICT.  c.  96. 

Mary  OROOBT,  late  of  Swvndon,  in  the  county  of  WiU^CharU- 
WxUa,  widow  of  the  Kev.  James  Groooy,  who  died  in  March,  ExtrwmcEvi- 
1854,  made  her  will  in  1855,  containing,  among  others,  the  ^^^     ^ 
following  bequests: —  — ■ 

sums  of  stock 

**  I  give  and  bequeath  to  the  following  societies  or  insti-  j^g  J^^^' 
tutions,  established  or  carried  on  in  London,  the  severfid  ^ruo^di 
legacies  or  sums  next  hereinafter  mentioned ;  (that  is  to  say),  Bwiding  So- 
to  The  Church  BuHdvng  Society  the  sum  of  2000i.  3f.  per  gy Society,  3!»« 
Cent  ConsoUdated  Bank  Annuities,  to  The  Clergy  Society  ^^^^^ 
the  like  sum  of  2000J.  like  Annuities,  to  The  Society  for  Pro-  ^^^ 
jnotvng  Christia/n  Knowledge  the  like  sum  of  2000{.  like  C^tmck  MU- 
Annuities,  to  The  Church  Missionary  Society  the  sum  of  SJTa^  Tke 
lOOOZ.  like  Annuities,  and  to  The  Clergy  Orphan  Society  ]§^.^^^ 

the  sum  of  2000i.  like  Annuities;  and  my  desire  is,  that,  if  l^ing  no  bo- 

ciety  answer* 
I  should  not  be  possessed  of  a  sufficient  amount  of  M.  per  ing  the  de- 
Cent  Consolidated  Annuities  at  the  time  of  my  death  to  ^aJ^^^^^ 
answer  and  pay  the  said   several  legacies  and  specified  ^^KiTI 
amounts  of  stock,  my  executrix  shall  purchase  or  make  up  trinsic  evi- 
the  same  out  of  my  residuary  personal  estate  hereinafter  be-  not  be  receir- 
queathed.     And  I  direct  the  said  several  amounts  of  stock  that^bythat 
to  be  paid  or  transferred  to  the  treasurers  or  other  properly  '\*™®»  *  ?^«- 
authorised  officers  of  the  said  societies  for  the  use  and  bene-  Lond<ni  waa 
fit  thereof,  at  the  expiration  of  twelve  months  after  my  de-      ^^^^  ' 

cease."  ^^<^^  ^  scheme 

cy  pres  must 
be  directed, 

The  testatrix  appointed  her  sister  her  residuary  legatee  ^^^  bl^^^^'e 

and  executrix,  who,  after  the  death  of  the  testatrix,  not  be-  in  the  pre- 
sence of  the 

ing  able  to  satisfy  herself  what  society  was  intended  by  Attorney- 

QeneraL 
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"  The  Clergy  Society  "  mentioned  in  the  will,  transferred 
the  2000?.  stock  bequeathed  to  the  Clergy  Society  into 
Court,  under  the  Trustee  Relief  Act,  upon  an  affidavit,  in 
which  she  stated,  that  she  "  had  reason  to  think  "  that  the 
society  intended  was  "  A  Society  or  Charity  for  the  Relief 
of  the  Widows  and  Orphans  of  Clergymen  and  tJidr  Fa- 
milies/' within  the  diocese  of  Oloucester,  to  which  the  tes- 
tatrix and  her  late  husband  were  for  many  years  contribu- 
tors. 


A  petitition  was  now  presented  by  "  The  Ftnend  of  the 
Clergy  Corporation  **  claiming  the  fund.  This  society  was 
founded  in  Loiidon  in  1849,  by  the  name  of  "  The  Friend 
of  the  Clergy  Society,"  and  had  since  been  incorporated  by 
Royal  charter.  Its  objects  were  to  pension  widows  and  or- 
phan unmarried  daughters  of  clergymen,  and  also  to  afford 
temporary  assistance  to  necessitous  clergymen  and  their 
families.  It  was  often  called  "  The  Clergy  Friend  Society;*' 
and  letters  were  sometimes  addressed  to  the  secretary,  as 
secretary  of  "  The  Clergy  Society"  and  in  some  of  such 
letters  the  society  was  referred  to  by  that  name.  Its  offices 
were  in  London.  The  circumstances  which  were  relied  on 
as  shewing  a  probability  that  the  testatrix  intended  to  bene- 
fit this  society  are  mentioned  in  the  judgment. 


The  petition  was  opposed  by  "  The  Clergy  Charity"  a 
society  existing  in  the  diocese  of  Olo^i^cester  stid  'Bristol, 
established  in  1778,  for  the  relief  of  widows  and  orphans  of 
clergymen,  and  distressed  clergymen  or  their  fSunilies,  in 
that  diocese  only.  To  this  charity  the  husband  of  the  tes- 
tatrix, in  his  lifetime,  and  the  testratrix  affcer  his  death,  were 
subscribers.  It  did  not  appear  that  this  charity  had  any 
connexion  with  London,  or  any  place  of  business  there. 

Another  charity  claiming  the  legacy  adversely  to  the 
former  claimants  was  "  Tlie  Governors  of  tlie  CJiarity  for 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

the  Relief  of  poor  Wido^vs  ami  Children  of  Clergymen,'*  Vi 
charity  which  was  incorporated  by  that  name,  but  was  more 
commonly  called  "  TJie  Sons  of  the  Clergy."  It  carried  on 
business  in  London,  Its  objects  were,  to  assist  distressed 
clergymen  of  the  Church  of  Englandy  and  their  widows  and 
children.  It  was  often  mentioned  in  letters  addressed  to 
the  registrar  as  "  The  Clergy  Society/'  The  bicentenary 
festival  of  this  charity  was  held  on  the  10th  of  May,  1854, 
in  St.  Paul's  Cathedral,  and  about  30,000  letters  and  reports 
were  circulated  previously  in  London  and  the  country,  and 
advertisements  issued  in  order  to  give  to  this  ceremony  the 
greatest  possible  publicity. 

The  other  society  which  now  claimed  the  legacy  was 
"  TAe  Society  for  the,  Relief  of  Poor  Pious  Clergymfien  of 
the  Estahlished  Church  residing  in  tlie  Country"  The 
afiairs  of  this  society  were  conducted  by  a  committee,  who 
met  monthly  in  the  city  of  London.  Its  objects  are  ex- 
plained by  its  name,  but  it  extended  relief,  in  some  cases,  to 
the  widows  and  families  of  poor  pious  clergymen  in  the 
country. 
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Mr.  Rolt,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Speed,  for  the  petitioners. 

Mr.  Kenyon  for  The  Clergy  Chatty. 

Mr.  Pearson  for  The  Son^  of  the  Clergy  Society. 

Mr.  Ware  for  The  Society  fo^^  the  Relief  of  Poot'  Pious 
ClergyTnen. 

Mr.  Aniphlett  for  the  executrix  and  residuary  legatee. 

The  arguments  are  sufficiently  referred  to  in  the  judg- 
ment. 


ArffHtMfU, 
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Argument 


The  following  cases  were  cited  as  to  the  admissibility  of 
some  of  the  evidence:  Debmare  v.  RobeUo  (a),  Bemascom 
V.  Aikmaon  (6),  Re  FeUham'a  Trtiat  (c). 

As  to  what  was  to  be  done  if  none  of  the  applicants  suffi- 
ciently answered  the  description — Bennet  v,Hayter(d),VFherey 
there  being  a  bequest  "  to  the  Jews'  Poor,  MUerend,"  and  no 
such  institution  existing,  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  declared, 
that  the  legacy  ''  ought  to  be  applied  to  charitable  purposes, 
having  regard,  as  near  as  may  be,  to  the  objects  intended  by 
the  said  testator  by  the  said  bequest;^  and  there  being  two 
similar  charities,  neither  exactly  answering  the  description, 
the  fund  was  divided  between  them;  —  and  Wilson  v. 
Squire  (e),  where  the  bequest  was  to  "  The  Govemofs  and 
Trustees  of  The  London  Orphan  Society  in  the  City-road*^ 
for  the  benefit  of  that  society;  and  the  Master  found  that 
there  was  not  any  society  or  institution  answering  precisely 
the  description;  but  there  was  an  Orphan  Working  School 
in  the  City-road,  with  which  the  testator  was  in  no  way 
connected;  and  that  the  testator  was  a  subscriber  to  The 
London  Orphan  Asylum,  which  was  situate  at  ClapUm, 
and  in  his  lifetime  avowed  his  intention  of  leaving  to  it  a 
legacy;  and  the  Master  found  that  this  was  the  society  in- 
tended by  the  testator:  but,  on  exception  to  his  report. 
Lord  Justice  Knight  Bruce,  then  Yice-Chancellor,  held  thai 
the  first-mentioned  society  was  entitled  to  the  legacy. 


Judgment, 


Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood: — 

Upon  the  words  of  this  will  containing  a  bequest  expressly 
to  a  charitable  institution,  I  think  it  is  impossible  to  admit 


(a)  1  Ve8.jun.  412. 
(6)  10  Hare,  345. 
(c)  1  Kay  &  J.  528. 


(d)  2  Beav.  81. 

W  1  Y.  C.  C.  C.  654. 
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TEMPEST  V.  TEMPEST.  june  mh, 

2eth^  db  27M. 

Anna  MARIA  rjrJIfPjF/Srbyherwill,  datedinl849,  WW^CadicU 

after  devising  her  mansion-house  and  estate,   called  the  Zi  vict,  c.  26, 

Change,  upon  certain  trusts,  in  strict  settlement,  made  ^2^?^ 

bequests  as  follows: — "  I  give  and  bequeath  my  household  tonandJTouH 

furniture,  plate,  linen,  china,  glass,  books,  pictures,  plated  Bt^uetts^Dc 

articles,  prints,  and  all  and  singular  other  my  household  ^l^w^Cqmu. 

furniture  and  eflFects,  which,  at  the  time  of  mv  decease,         

Bequest  by 

shall  be  in  or  about  my  said  mansion-house,  to  the  said  will,  dated  in 

Edward  MeyneU,    John  Briggs,    and  Svmon   Thomas  annuity  toil. 

Scroope,  their  executors,  administrators,   and  assigns,  in  ^°^^"T°^' 

trust  for  the  person  or  persons  for  the  time  being  entitled  to  ^iea  and  con- 

.  .  firming  the 

the  actual  possession  of  my  said  mansion-house  under  and  will,  waa  sign- 
by  virtue  of  the  limitations  contained  in  this  my  will,  so  attesting  wit^ 
that  the  same  may  go  and  belong  to  my  said  mansion-house  ^^'1^'^*^ 
and  be  held  and  enjoyed  therewith  as  and  in  the  nature  of  nuity  given  to 
heirlooms;  yet  so  that,  for  the  purpose  of  transmission,  my  will  yZa  not 
sdd  household  furniture,  plate,  and  other  effects  shall  not  ^"^^^  °^® 
vest  absolutely  in  any  person  or  persons  hereby  made  tenant      Bequest  of 
in  tail  male,  unless  such  person  or  persons  shall  respectively  ftirnltJ^^ 
attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or  depart  this  life  under  P^»  ^^^^ 
that  age  leaving  issue  of  his  body  living  at  the  time  of  his  books,  pio- 
decease.     And  I  empower  my  said  trustees,  or  the  trustees  articles, 
or  trustee  for  the  time  being  of  this  my  will,  to  decide  con-  ^^^^^JUJ^J^ 
clusively,  in  case  of  dispute,  what  articles  the  last  bequest  f^®*^^?, - 
shall  be  deemed  to  comprise.     And  I  direct  that  my  execu-  nitureand  ef- 
tors  hereinafter  named  shall,  within  one  calendar  month  the  time  of  nTy 

decease  shall 
be  in  and 

about  my  said  mansion-house: — ffeld,  not  to  include  articles  exclusively  of  personal  onui- 

menA,  and  not  adapted  for  the  nee  or  ornament  of  the  house. 

Bequest  of  charitable  legadee.  with  a  direction  that  they  should  be  paid  in  nreoedenoe  to  the 
other  pecuniary  legacies  out  of  such  part  of  the  testators  personal  property  not  specifically 
iMqueathed,  ^s  was  by  law  applioaUe  for  pharitable  purpoaea.  This  fund  bmng  insufficient  to 
pay  all  the  charitable  legacies: — ffHd,  that,  following  out  the  principle  of  Robinson  ▼.  Oel- 
dard  (S  Mao.  k  G.  7ZS),  the  debts,  and  funeral  and  testamentary  expenpes,  and  the  costs  of  a 
suit  for  administration,  must  be  paid,  in  the  first  instance,  out  of  Uie  personal  estato  savour- 
ing  of  realty. 
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after  my  decease,  cause  an  inventory  to  be  made  of  the  said 
heirlooms,  and  place  a  copy  of  such  inventory,  signed  by 
them  and  by  the  person  then  entitled  to  the  enjoyment  of 
the  said  heirlooms,  among  the  muniments  of  title  to  my  said 
mansion-house,  to  be  kept  therewith  for  the  use  and  infor- 
mation of  the  person  and  persons'who  shall  from  time  to 
time  become  entitled  thereunto,  and  deliver  another  copy  to 
the  said  Edward  MeyneU,  John  Briggs,  and  Svmon  Tho- 
mas Scroope,  or  such  of  them  as  shall  act  in  the  execution 
of  this  my  will,  to  be  kept  by  the  trustees  or  trustee  for  the 
time  being  of  this  my  wilL  I  give  and  bequeath  to  the 
person  or  persons  who,  at  the  time  of  my  decease,  shall  be 
the  trustee  or  trustees  of  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  ad- 
joining  my  said  mansion-house,  and  lately  erected  by  my 
dear  mother,  all  the  plate,  plated  articles,  ornaments,  vest- 
ments, organ,  and  church  furniture,  and  other  effects  usual- 
ly used  in  and  about  the  said  church,  or  the  sacristy  there- 
unto belonging,  or  otherwise  in  the  celebration  of  the  Roman 
Catholic  divine  service  in  the  said  church,  to  be  held  by 
them  and  the  future  trustee  and  trustees  for  the  time  being 
of  the  said  church,  for  and  towards  the  promotion  and  sup- 
port of  the  iJcwiOTi  Catholic  religion,  and  the  decent  and 
proper  observance  and  performance  of  the  rites  and  services 
thereof  at  and  in  the  said  church,  and  upon  such  and  the 
like  trusts  as  will  best  and  nearest  correspond  with  the 
trusts,  powers,  and  provisions  then  subsisting  or  capable  of 
taking  effect  of  and  concerning  the  said  church,  or  as  near 
thereto  as  the  different  nature  of  the  property  will  admit 
of."  The  will  then  contained  several  charitable  legaciee; 
and,  among  others,  l^acies  of  6002.  each  to  the  presidents  of 
certain  colleges,  and  a  legacy  of  6001,  "  to  the  said  Right 
Reverend  John  Briggs,  or,  if  he  should  die  in  my  lifetime, 
then  to  the  person  who,  at  my  decease,  shall  hold  the  office 
of  Vicar  Apostolic  of  the  said  Yorkshire  district  of  England, 
or  perform  the  chief  duties  now  performed  by  the  said  John 
Briggs  in  respect  of  that  office.    .    .    .    And  I  direct  such 
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legacies  of  600Z.  each  to  be  paid  to  such  presidents  and  the 
said  John  Brigga,  or,  if  he  should  die  in  my  lifetime,  then  to 
the  person  who  for  the  time  being  shall  hold  the  office  of 
Vicar  Apostolic  of  the  said  Yorkshire  district,  or  perform 
the  chief  duties  now  performed  by  the  said  John  Brigga  in 
respect  of  that  office,  upon  their  respective  receipts  for  the 
same.  I  give  and  bequeath  to  the  said  John  Brigga,  or  if 
he  should  die  in  my  lifetime,  then  to  the  person  who,  at  my 
decease,  shall  hold  the  office  of  Vicar  Apostolic  of  the  said 
Yorkshire  district,  or  perform  the  chief  duties  now  perform- 
ed by  the  said  John  Brigga  in  respect  of  that  office,  the 
sum  of  lOOOZ.;  to  the  Right  Rev.  Thoraaa  Joaeph  Brown, 
Doctor  of  Divinity,  Roman  Catholic  Bishop  of  AppoUmia> 
and  Vicar  Apostolic  of  the  district  of  WaUa,  now  residing  at 
Chepstow  in  the  county  of  Monmouth,  or,  if  he  should  die 
in  my  lifetime,  then  to  the  person  who,  at  my  decease,  shall 
hold  the  office  of  Vicar  Apostolic  of  the  said  district  of  Wales, 
or  perform  the  chief  duties  now  performed  by  the  said  Tho- 
maa  Joaeph  Brown  in  respect  of  that  office,  the  like  sum  of 
lOOOZ.  And  to  the  said  William  Waring,  or,  if  he  should  die 
in  my  lifetime,  then  to  the  person  who,  at  my  decease,  shall 
hold  the  office  of  Vicar  Apostolic  of  the  said  eastern  district^ 
the  like  sum  of  lOOOZ.  And  I  direct  that  such  three  several 
l^acies  or  sums  of  lOOOZ.  each  shall  be  severally  paid  to  the 
several  persons  respectively  to  whom  the  same  are  severally 
and  respectively  given  and  bequeathed,  upon  their  respective 
receipts  for  the  same,  who  shall  respectively  forthwith  seve- 
rally invest  the  same  respectively  in  such  names,  upon  Go- 
vernment funds  or  securities  of  Gh*eat  Britain  and  Irela/nd, 
or  any  foreign  state,  and  vary  the  investment  from  time  to 
time  for  others  of  the  kinds  above  prescribed,  as  often  as  it 
may  be  thought  proper,  and  settle  the  same  in  three  several 
legacies  or  sums  of  lOOOZ.  each,  and  the  funds  and  securi- 
ties for  the  same  severally  and  respectively,  and  the  several 
and  respective  interests  and  annual  incomes,  by  three  seve- 
ral deeds  in  writing,  upon  such  trusts,  with  such  powers,  and 
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in  such  manner  as  in  their  several  and  respective  discretions 
will  best  and  most  effectually  secure  the  payment  and  ap^ 
plication  of  the  same  several  and  respective  interests  and 
Imnual  incomes  of  the  same  three  several  sums  for  or  to- 
wards the  perpetual  maintenance  and  support  of  themselves 
severally  and  respectively,  and  also  severally  and  respect^ 
ively  of  the  several  and  respective  person  and  persons  8u<v> 
ceeding  them,  or  any  or  either  of  them,  in  the  said  <^ces  of 
Vicars  Apostolic  of  the  said  Yorkehire,  Welch,  and  easteni 
districts,  or  in  the  performance  of  the  chief  duties  now  per- 
formed by  them,  or  any  or  either  of  them,  in  respect  of 
those  offices;  but  always  so  that  the  said  firstly  mentioned 
sum  of  1000{.,  and  the  funds  and  securities  in  or  on  which 
the  same  may  from  time  to  time  be  invested,  and  the  in* 
terest  and  annual  income  thereof  respectively,  may  at  all 
times  be  separately,  solely,  and  entirely  in  trusty  and  appli* 
cable  and  applied,  for  or  towards  the  perpetual  nudntenanoe 
and  support  of  the  said  John  Brigg^,  and  every  person  sue* 
ceeding  him  in  the  said  office  of  Yicsur  Apostolic  of  tiie  said 
Yorkshire  district,  or  in  the  performance  of  the  chief  duties 
now  performed  by  the  said  John  Briggs  in  respect  of  that 
office,  so  long  as  he  shall  respectively  hold  such  office  or 

perform  such  duties^  and  no  longer I  give  and  be* 

queath  to  the  said  Edward  MeyneU,  John  BHggB,  and  Si- 
mon Thomas  Scroopcy  their  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns,  the  sum  of  5000Z.,  upon  trust  to  lay  out  and  invest 
the  same  in  the  purchase  of  a  competent  share  of  the  parli- 
amentary stocks  or  public  funds  of  Oreat  Briiaim,  or  upon 
Government  securities  in  England,  or  upon  the  security  of 
any  company  or  body  established  by  Act  of  Parliament  or 
charter  from  the  Crown,  or  by  law  allowed  for  charitable  in- 
vestmentSj  in  their  own  names,  with  power  to  alter  and 
vary  the  said  stocks,  funds,  and  securities  into  others  of 
a  like  nature,  from  time  to  time,  as  they  shall  think  proper. 
And  upon  further  trust  to  pay  the  interest  and  annual  in- 
come of  the  stocks,  funds,  and  securities,  from  time  to  time, 
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as  and  when  the  same  shall  become  due  and  payable,  in 
equal  tenth  parts  or  shares,  to  the  Romcm  Catholic  secular 
clergymen,  for  the  time  being  from  time  to  time  duly  appoint- 
ed by  the  said  John  BriggSy  or  other  the  person  for  the  time 
being  holding  the  said  office  of  Vicar  Apostolic  of  the  said 
Yarkahvre  district  or  performing  the  chief  duties  now  per- 
formed by  the  said  JohnBriggs  in  respect  of  that  office,  to 
and  performing  the  duty  and  service  of,  at^  or  in  ten  of  the 
poorest  and  most  necessitous  Romam,  Catholic  missions, 
churches,  or  chapels  in  the  said  Yorkshire  district,  to  be 
named  in  writing  within  twelve  months  next  after  my  de- 
cease, by  and  at  the  discretion  and  under  the  hand  of  the 
said  John  BriggSy  or  other  the  person  for  the  time  being 
holding  the  said  office  of  Vicar  Apostolic  of  the  said  Yorh- 
shire  district,  or  performing  the  chief  duties  now  performed 
by  the  said  John  Briggs  in  respect  of  that  office,  for  or  to- 
wards the  perpetual  maintenance  and  support  of  such  i2o- 
nnan  Catholic  secular  dergymen;  and  in  default  of  such 
nomination  by  the  said  John  Briggs  or  such  other  person 
as  aforesaid,  then  to  the  Romcm  Catholic  secular  clergymen 
for  the  time  being,  from  time  to  time  duly  appointed  as 
aforesaid  to  and  performing  the  duty  and  service  of,  at,  or  in 
ten  of  the  poorest  and  most  necessitous  Roman  Catholic 
missions,  churches,  or  chapels  in  the  said  Yorkshire  district, 
according  to  and  in  the  discretion  and  judgment  of  the  said 
Edward  Meynell,  John  Briggs,  and  Sim/m  Thomas 
Scroope,  and  other  the  trustees  and  trustee  for  the  time  be- 
ing of  this  my  will,  for  or  towards  the  perpetual  mainte- 
nance and  support  of  such  Roman  Catholic  secular  clergy- 
men. I  also  give  and  bequeath  the  following  legacies  (that 
is  to  say),  to  the  poor  of  Leeds,  in  the  county  of  York,  the 
sum  of  lOOi. ;  to  the  poor  of  Masborough,  in  the  county  of 
York,  the  sum  of  20Z.;  to  the  poor  of  Achworth  aforesaid, 
the  like  sum  of  201,  \  to  the  poor  of  Pontefract,  in  the 
county  of  York,  the  like  sum  of  201, ;  to  the  poor  of  Barns- 
ley,  in  the  county  of  York,  the  like  sum  of  20Z. ;  and  to  the 
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poor  of  Bewsbury,  in  the  county  of  York,  the  like  sum  of 
201.  And  I  direct  that  the  six  last-mentioned  legacies  shall 
be  respectively  paid  to  the  incumbent  priests  of  the  Roman 
Catholic  churches  or  chapels  for  the  time  being  of  the  re- 
spective places  in  foivour  of  the  poor  whereof  I  have  be- 
queathed the  same  respectively,  to  be  distributed  at  their 
discretion,  upcm  their  several  receipts  for  the  same  legacieaL 
And  I  direct  that  the  charitable  bequests  bequeathed  bj 
this  my  will  shall  be  paid  in  precedence  of  the  other  pecu- 
niary legacies  hereby  bequeathed,  out  of  such  part  of  mj 
personal  property  not  specifically  bequeathed  as  is  by  law 
applicable  for  charitable  purpose&  I  give  and  bequeath  to 
my  chaplain  Robert  Hiompaon,  who  now  resides  in  the 
lodge  on  the  east  side  of  my  said  man8ion4M>u8e,  and  his 
assigns,  during  his  life,  one  annuity  or  yearly  sum  of  502.,  to 
be  paid  to  him  by  equal  quarterly  payments,  clear  of  all  de- 
ductions, the  first  quarterly  payment  thereof  to  be  made  at 
the  expiration  of  three  calendar  months  next  afler  my  de- 
cease ....  I  give  and  bequeath  all  the  residue  and  remain- 
der of  the  personal  estate  and  efiects  whatsoever  and  where- 
sover  to  which  I  may  be  entitled  at  my  decease  to  the  said 
Edward  MeyneU,  John  Briggs,  and  Svmon  Thomat 
Scroope,  their  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  upon 
trust  to  convert,  collect,  and  get  in  the  same,  and  to  lay  out 
the  money  to  arise  therefrom  in  the  purchase  of  freehold 
hereditaments  in  fee  simple  in  possession,  or  of  copyhold  or 
customary,  or  leasehold  tenements,  (such  leasehold  tenements 
to  be  held  under  a  renewable  lease  or  leases  for  lives  or  for 
years,  Or  for  a  term  of  years  absolute,  whereof  at  least  fifty 
3'ears  shall  be  unexpired),  adjoining,  or  near  to,  and  conve- 
nient to  be  held  with  my  said  mansion-house  and  heredita- 
ments at  Ackwortk  aforesaid,  or  to  be  acquired  under  this 
provision;  and  to  settle,  or  cause  to  be  settled,  the  heredi- 
taments or  tenements  so  to  be  purchased,  to,  upon,  and  ibr 
such  of  the  uses,  trusts,  intents,  and  purposes,  and  subject  to 
ittuch  of  the  provisions  and  powers  herein  limited  or  express- 
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ed  concerning  my  said  mansion-house  and  hereditaments 
hereinbefore  devised,  as  shall  be  subsisting,  or  as  near  there- 
to as  may  be."  And  the  said  testatrix,  by  her  said  will, 
appointed  the  said  Edvxird  MeyneU,  John  Briggs,  Simon 
Thomaa  Scroope,  and  Robert  Thompson,  executors  thereof. 

Anm^  Ma/ria  Tempest,  in  1854,  made  a  codicil  to  her 
will,  and  thereby  she  revoked  one  bequest  in  her  will  and 
substituted  another  for  it;  and  in  all  other  respects  she  con- 
firmed her  said  will  To  this  codicil  Robert  Thompson  was 
an  attesting  witness. 

Anma  Maria  Tempest  died  in  1854. 

Edward  MeyneU,  John  Briggs,  Svmon  Thom/is  Scroope, 
and  Robert  Thompson,  the  executors  in  the  will  of  the  tes- 
tatrix named,  all  renounced  probate  of  the  will  and  codicil, 
and  letters  of  administration  with  the  said  will  and  codicil 
annexed  were  granted  to  the  Defendant  Joseph  Francis 
Tempest  The  said  Edward  MeyneU,  John  Briggs,  and 
Svmon  Thxymas  Scroope  also  disclaimed  all  the  real  and 
personal  estate,  trusts,  and  powers  in  and  by  the  said  will 
given,  or  limited  to  or  vested  in  them  or  any  of  them. 

In  1850,  the  oflSce  of  Vicar  Apostolic  ceased  to  exist  in 
England,  each  such  vicar  being  superseded  by  a  soi  disant 
Romcm  Catholic  bishop. 

The  first  tenant  for  life  under  the  trusts  of  the  will  filed 
the  bill  in  this  suit  to  establish  the  will,  and  for  administra- 
tion. The  Attorney-General  was  one  of  the  Defendants. 
John  Briggs  was  not  a  party,  but  leave  had  been  given  to 
him  at  the  hearing  to  attend  on  some  of  the  inquiriea 

The  cause  now  came  on  for  further  consideration. 

John  Briggs  appeared  by  counsel 


641 


1856. 


Statement, 


642 


1856. 


GASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

It  appeared  firam  the  schedule  to  the  Chief  Clerk's  certi- 
ficate, that  there  were  yarious  articles  concerning  which  it 
was  doubtful  whether  or  not  they  came  within  the  terms  of 
the  bequest  of  the  houaeh6ld  furniture,  plate^  &a  One  of 
these  articles  was  a  small  portrait  of  a  member  of  the  family, 
which  was  richly  framed,  and  set  round  with  diamonds  and 
rubies.    There  was  also  a  case  of  medals  and  some  jewels. 

The  pure  personalty  was  insufficient  to  pay  all  the  dia- 
ritable  legacies. 


Argument,         ^*  -^^  0*  ^n  ^^^  ^'  LevMh,  for  the  Plaintiff: — 

The  disclaimer  of  John  Brigga  has  deprived  him  of  any 
benefit  imder  the  will,  and  the  legacies  given  to  him  ML 
into  the  residue.  At  the  hearing,  liberty  was  given  to  him 
to  attend  upon  some  of  the  inquiries.  He  appears  now  by 
counsel,  that  must  be  at  his  own  expense.  The  Attorney- 
General  is  also  here,  and  sufficiently  protects  the  interests  of 
the  charities. 

[The  Vicje-Chakcelloe.— The  question  of  the  disclaimer 
has  not  yet  been  properly  raised.  There  is  enough  in  the 
will  to  shew,  that,  in  any  case,  there  must  be  a  schema] 

Then  the  annuity  given  by  the  will  to  Robert  Thompson 
has  failed  by  the  1  Vict.  c.  26,  s.  J  5,  because  he  was  an  at- 
testing witness  to  the  codicil,  which  confirmed  and  therefore 
republished  the  will.  [  Vice-Chancellor. — ^That  point  has 
been  decided  the  other  way.]  Yes,  in  Gumey  v.  Oumey  (a) 
where  Vice-Chancellor  Kindersley  decided  that  a  l^tee 
under  the  will  did  not  lose  his  legacy  by  attesting  a  codicil 
which  confirmed  the  will,  nor  did  a  residuary  legatee  by  so 
doing  lose  his  share  of  the  residue,  although  the  codicil  in 

(a)  3  Drew.  308. 
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£etct  increased  that  share  by  revoking  some  partioular  lega- 
cies. [Vicb-Chancellor. — I  must  follow  that  authority; 
I  think  it  is  reasonabla  Each  witness  attests  only  the  in- 
strument to  which  he  puts  his  nama] 

Then  there  is  a  question,  which  of  the  articles  mentioned 
in  the  schedule  to  the  Chief  Clerk's  certificate  pass  by  the 
bequest  of  plate,  &c.  in  and  about  the  mansion-house.  In  a 
late  case  of  Spencer  v.  Spencer,  before  the  Master  of  the 
RoUs  (not  reported),  the  word  "  plate  "  in  a  will  was  held  to 
pass  a  gold  watch.  Cole  v.  Fitzgerald  (a)  decided,  that,  by 
a  bequest  of  "  household  furniture  and  other  household  ef- 
fects," all  property  on  the  premises  **  intended  for  use  or 
consumption  therein,  or  for  the  ornament  thereof/'  would 
pass.  A  gift  of  household  goods  passes  plate:  NichoUa  y* 
08bom(b).  The  word  "eflfects"  alone  would  carry  even 
money.  And  the  word  "  pictures  **  in  this  will  must  include 
the  jewelled  portrait 

Then,  the  pure  personalty,  though  insu£Blcient  to  pay  the 
charity  legacies^  must  contribute  with  the  rest  of  the  per- 
sonal estate  to  pay  the  debts,  funeral  and  testamentary  ex- 
penses^ and  costs  of  administration,  including  this  suit 

Mr.  Fl&mmg  for  other  parties  in  the  same  interest 

Mr.  Wickens  for  the  Attorney-General: — 

The  pure  personalty  should  not  contribute  to  pay  debts, 
&a  The  charity  legacies  are  demonstrative:  Robi/nson  v. 
Oddard  (c) ;  and,  therefore,  in  case  of  a  deficiency  of  assets, 
the  particular  fund  appropriated  to  pay  them  would  not 
abate,  and,  consequently,  it  cannot  be  made  liable  to  debts, 

(a)  1  S.  &  S.  189 ;  S,  C,  affirmed,  3  Buss.  301.        (6)  2  P.  Wma.  419. 
(«)  3  Mao.  &  G.  735. 


ArffumeiU, 
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Mr.  Oiffard  for  Dr.  Briggs. 

Mr.  Lewin  in  reply. 


/iM^meiK.     Vicb-Chancellob  Sib  W.  Paoe  Wood  : — 

I  have  no  doubt,  upon  the  wording  of  this  bequeety  thai 
personal  ornaments  would  not  pasa  It  does  not  depend  on 
the  meaning  of  the  word  **  plate,"  nor  is  this  case  governed 
by  the  authority  of  Spencer  v.  Spencer,  a  note  of  which  has 
been  shewn  to  me  by  the  Registrar,  from  which  it  ap- 
pears, that  it  was  held  by  the  Master  of  the  BoUs,  that^ 
under  the  particular  circumstances,  there  being  several  be- 
quests, a  gold  watch  passed  by  the  word  "  plata'^  Here,  the 
words  are  **  I  give  and  bequeath  my  household  fumitoie^ 
plate,  linen,  china»  glass,  books,  pictures,  plated  artidefl^ 
prints,  and  all  and  singular  other  my  household  furniture 
and  effects  which  at  the  time  of  my  decease  shall  be  in  or 
about  my  said  mansion-house ''  to  trustees,  '^  in  trust  for  the 
person  or  persons  for  the  time  being  entitled  to  the  actual 
possession  of  my  said  mansion-house  under  and  by  virtue 
of  the  limitations  contained  in  this  my  will,  so  that  the  same 
may  go  and  belong  to  my  said  mansion-house  and  be  held 
and  enjoyed  therewith  as  and  in  the  nature  of  heirlooms." 
I  think  it  is  clear,  that,  by  that  description,  nothing  that  was 
merely  a  personal  ornament  would  pass^  but  only  those  ar- 
ticles which,  according  to  the  language  of  the  Court  in  Cole 
V.  Fitzgerald  (a),  were  adapted  for  the  use  and  ornament  of 
the  housa 

The  only  question  then  upon  which  any  doubt  could  arise, 
would  be  concerning  the  pictures,  which  it  appears  are  adorn- 
ed in  a  costly  manner,  and  are  very  valuable ;  and  without  de- 


(a)  3  Buss.  301. 
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iermining  whether  or  not  they  would  pass  under  the  word 
"  pictures/'  as  to  which,  I  think,  there  may  be  some  doubt, 
I  should  wish  to  see  them  before  I  decide;  because,  if  they 
were  not  articles  ordinarily  worn,  but  more  resembling  mini- 
atures not  intended  to  be  worn,  they  might  pass  under  this 
bequest  I  propose,  therefore,  to  make  a  declaration,  that, 
by  this  bequest,  none  of  the  articles  mentioned  in  the  sche- 
dule passed,  which  were  articles  exclusively  of  personal  orna- 
ment, and  not  adapted  for  the  use  or  ornament  of  the  house ; 
and  I  will  hereafter  examine  the  articles  concerning  which 
there  remains  a  doubt,  and  will  decide  whether  they  would 
pass  by  the  gift  or  not. 

As  to  the  question  of  costs,  I  wish  to  have  an  opportunity 
of  considering  the  case  of  Rohmson  v.  Oddard  (a),  before  I 
determine  it. 

I  cannot  give  Dr.  Brigga  any  special  costs,  as  the  Attorney- 
General  is  before  the  Court  and  would  protect  his  interest 
in  the  matter. 


1866. 


Judgw^etU. 


Vicb-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood:— 

I  find  there  are  several  articles,  and  not  only  the  pictures, 
about  which  there  is  a  doubt  For  instance,  there  is  an  old 
crystal  necklace  which  probably  was  never  worn.  I  must 
therefore  direct  an  inquiry  which  of  these  several  articles 
passed  by  the  gift  according  to  the  declaration  which  I  have 
made. 

I  have  looked  at  the  case  of  Rohmson  v.  Oddard  (a),  as 
to  the  question  out  of  what  fund  the  costs  are  to  be  first 
paid,  and  I  think  that  I  am  concluded  by  that  case:  Lord 
Truro  there  held  a  similar  charitable  bequest  to  be  a  de- 
monstrative legacy,  citing  Acton  v.  Acton  (6),  in  which  the 


June  26lh, 


(a)  3  Mac.  &G.  735. 


(6)  1  Mer.  178. 
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gift  was  of  4!000Loat  of  money  m  the  hands  of  the  testator^s 
bankers;  and  8ir  W.  OranrU,  Master  of  the  Rolls,  held,  that 
the  fund  was  to  be  kept  intact  for  the  payment  of  that  le- 
gacy, there  being  a  necessity  for  the  abatement  of  the  gene- 
ral legacies  in  order  to  pay  the  debts.  Holding  such  a 
legacy  to  be  demonstrative,  the  bequest  being  expressed  to 
be  in  priority  to  other  legacies,  makes  the  case  stronger;  be> 
cause,  if  anypart  of  this  particular  fund  be  taken  to  pay  the 
costs,  that  would  increase  the  fund  for  payment  of  the  other 
legacies,  including  the  residuary  bequest^  at  the  expense  of 
this  fund  of  pure  personalty. 


June  9^th,  Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  mentioned  the  case  again,  and  pointed 
out  to  the  Court,  that,  in  Robinson  v.  Oeldard(a)  the  costs 
were  apportioned  rateably  between  the  two  funda 

Mr.  Wickens, — That  was  by  the  order  of  the  Vice-Chan- 
cellor,  and  firom  that  part  of  his  decree  there  was  no  appeal, 
so  that  it  could  not  be  altered  by  the  Lord  Chancellor. 


Vicb-Chancblloe  Sib  W.  Page  Wood:— 

I  am  bound  to  follow  the  principle  of  that  decree :  the  two 
parts  of  it,  as  they  stand,  are  inconsistent;  but  as  that  is  oc- 
casioned by  the  appeal  having  been  confined  to  one  pait 
only  of  the  decree,  I  must  follow  that  part  which  was  the 
decree  of  the  Lord  Chancellor,  and  must  therefore  hold,  that 
the  costs  must  come  out  of  the  other  personal  estate,  in  pre- 
ference to  the  pure  personalty. 

(a)  3Mae.ftG.735. 
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WILLETER  V.  DOBIE  June  ^rd. 

A  SPECIAX  CASE  wt^W' 

FunercU  Ex- 

Anm  WUleter,  the  deceased  wife  of  the  PlaintiflF,  by  her  ^^i^ 

will  in  1852,  in  exercise  of  certain  powers  of  appointment  ^J^JJt"^ 

notwithstanding  coverture,  given  to  her  in  manner  therein         — — 

recited  in  relation  to  certain  trust  moneys  and  property  man,  by  her 

therein  specified,  and  settled  upon  her  for  her  separate  use,  ci«e  ofapowor 

after  appointing  the  interest  and  dividends  of  certain  simia  of  appoint- 
■^t  o      ^     ^  ^  ^  ^  ment  over 

of  stock  to  the  Plaintiff  for  life,  with  remainders  over,  be-  trust  moneys, 

queathed  and   directed  as   follows: — ''And  I  give  and  bequests, and 

bequeath  unto  the  said  David  Black  Dobie"   (meaning  ofh^jST*^* 

the  Defendant  Dobie)  "  the  sum  of  50L,  and  I  also  give  and  ^^^}^»  funeral 

,  andtestamen- 

bequeath  to  my  niece  Maria  Harris  the  sum  of  501,  under  tanr  expenses, 
this  my  will;  and  from  and  after  payment  of  my  just  debtee  penses  attrad- 
fimeral  and  testamentaiy  expenses,   and  the  expenses  at-  ^on*of  h*^'^ 
tending  the  execution  of  this  my  will,  I  direct  and  ajqpoint  ^»  appoint- 
that  the  rest,  residue,  and  remainder  of  all  and  every  the  due  of  the 
said  trust  moneys,  and  all  other  my  personal  estate  and  ^^her^ 
effects  shall  be  divided  among  my  nieces,"  (naming  them),  ^VTu~~^^ 
"  share  and  share  alike;''  and  the  testatrix  appointed  the  of  funeral  ex- 
Defendants  Dobie  and  WiUeter  executors  and  trustees  of  her  SonSS^  up^ 

-»jii  on  her  sutvIt- 

ing  her  hus- 
band, and  that 

The  testatrix  died  in  1864,  leaving  the  Plaintiff  surviving,  g^^^  ^^^ 

entitled  to  re- 
payment, out 

The  Defendants  held  in  their  haads  11  Ik  ISa,  7d  of  the  of  the  trust 
afiseta  of  the  testatrix  applicable  to  the  payment  of  the  be-  mon^^Mdd  by 
questB  mentioned  in  the  foregoing  extract  from  her  will.       ^  ^di'S*^ 

ponsee. 

The  Plaintiff  had  paid  out  of  bis  own  funds^  the  frmerai 
expenses  of  the  testatrix,  amountixig  to  642.  26»  2c2. 
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Tho  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  were— 

1.  Whether  the  testatrix  had,  by  the  terms  of  the  clause 
above  set  out,  charged  the  payment  of  her  funeral  expenses 
on  the  residue  of  her  separate  estate,  and  whether  the  Plain- 
tiff was  entitled  to  repayment  of  the  64^.  is.  2d  out  of  such 
residue. 


2.  Whether,  if  the  Plaintiff  should  be  so  entitled,  the  two 
legacies  of  50L  each  given  to  the  said  David  Black  Dobie 
and  to  the  said  Maria  Harris  were  payable,  in  the  first 
place,  out  of  the  assets  forming  the  residue  of  the  estate  of 
the  testatrix,  or  abated  proportionably  with  the  amount  of 
the  funeral  expenses,  in  the  event  of  a  deficiency  of  such 


Arff^meni.  Mr.  Oowau,  for  the  Plaintiff,  contended,  that  the  testa- 
trix  had  charged  the  payment  of  her  funeral  expenses  on  the 
residue  of  her  separate  estate,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  was  en- 
titled to  repayment  of  the  64:2.  2^.  2d.  out  of  such  residue. 

In  reference  to  the  second  question,  he  conceded  that  the 
two  legacies  of  501,  were  payable,  in  the  first  place,  out  of 
the  assets  forming  the  residue,  and  did  not  abate  proportion- 
ably  with  the  amount  of  the  funeral  expenses,  in  the  event 
of  a  deficiency  of  assets. 


Mr.  Moxon  for  the  Defendants: — 

The  charge  of  the  funeral  expenses  was  intended  by  the 
testatrix  to  be  contingent  upon  the  event  of  her  surviving 
her  husband;  but  she  died  in  his  lifetime;  and  there  is  no- 
thing to  prevent  the  application  of  the  ordinary  rule,  that  a 
husband  is  liable  to  pay  the  funeral  expenses  equally  with 
the  debtd  of  his  deceased  wifa 
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[The  Vicb-Chanckllor — ^That  rule  is  not  disputed;  but 
the  point  is,  whether,  by  this  clause  in  her  will,  the  wife  has 
not  relieved  her  husband  out  of  her  separate  estate — whe- 
ther she  has  not  made  him  a  present,  in  eflfect,  of  what  her 
fimeial  expenses  would  have  cost  him.] 

The  construction  which  would  make  the  appointment  of 
the  residue  subject  to  the  funeral  expenses  of  the  testatrix, 
would  extend  to  make  it  subject  also  to  her  just  debts;  and 
the  husband  might,  with  equal  justice,  claim  to  be  re- 
imbursed all  moneys  expended  by  him  in  payment  of  such 
debts,  as  well  as  what  he  has  expended  in  payment  of  her 
funeral  expenses. 

[Oregory  v.  Lockyer  (a)  and  Jenkma  v.  Tuckei'  (b)  were 
cited  as  the  only  authorities  bearing  on  the  point] 

A  reply  was  not  heard. 


Ai'ffumetU, 


Vicb-Chanckllor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood: — 

I  think  this  is  a  good  charge  of  the  wife's  Ameral  expenses 
upon  the  residue  of  her  separate  estate  in  any  event,  and 
not  contingent  upon  the  event  of  her  surviving  her  husband. 
In  making  the  charge,  she  must  be  taken  to  have  had  in 
mind  her  power  to  deal  with  her  separate  estate  as  a  feme 
sole,  and  to  have  intended  to  exercise  that  power  to  the  ex- 
tent of  the  charge.  The  appointment  to  her  nieces,  which  is 
conneoted  with  and  immediately  follows  the  charge  in  ques- 
tion, is  expressly  made  "  after  payment  of"  her  just  debts, 
funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  &c.  She  has  given  no- 
thing to  her  nieces  until  such  debts  and  expenses  are  paid. 
Had  the  property  in  question  consisted  of  real  estate,  I 


Judf/nunt, 


(a)  6  Madd.  90. 
VOL.  II. 


U  U 


(b)  1  H.  Bl.  90. 
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Judgment, 


should  have  held  the  words  used  by  the  testatrix  suffideni 
to  create  a  charge  upon  it  of  her  debts,  and  funeral  and 
testamentary  expense& 

The  result  is,  that  the  first  question  must  be  answered  in 
the  affirmative.  The  answer  to  the  second  question  will 
be,  that  the  legacies  of  502.  are  payable,  in  the  first  place^ 
out  of  the  assets  forming  the  residuaiy  estate  of  the  teft- 
tatrix. 


JttmStXHh. 


OTTER  V.  LORD  VAUX. 


Mortgage — 
Power  of  Sale 
PfMTchaeehy 
Mortgagor — 
SuibeequerU  In- 
eumbrancere, 

A  mortgagor, 
hATingmade 
two  Baoceedve 
mortgages  of 
his  estate  to 
different  per- 


XiY  indentures  of  lease  and  release,  dated  the  13th  and 
14th  days  of  October,  1837,  a  certain  estate  called  Bedwas, 
which  was  vested  in  Jane  Llewellyn,  widow,  for  life,  with 
remainder  in  fee  to  her  son  WUUcuni  Llewellyn,  together 
with  other  estates,  all  late  the  property  of  LleweUyn  Llewdr 
lyn,  the  late  husband  of  Jane,  and  fiither  of  William 
Llewellyn,  were  conveyed  to  Henry  Ooude  by  way  of  mort- 
gage, to  secure  40002.  and  interest  And  the  said  Ja/ne 
Sath^^tetT  Llewellyn  and  William  Llewellyn  covenanted  with  the 
from  the  first    said  Henry  Ooude  to  pay  the  mortgage  money  and  interest 

mortgagee  un-         ^-.i.-i  i  it 

der  a  power  of  and  for  title  m  the  usual  way,  and  the  mortgage  deed  abo 
in  hk^mort-^  contained  a  power  of  sale  to  be  exercised  by  the  said  Henry 
gage,  and  sub-  Qoude  in  default  of  payment 

sequently  ^  "^ 

granted  ftir- 

tiierincum-  gy  indentures  of  lease  and  release,  dated  the  12th  and 

brancesto  •'  ;  • 

other  persons,    13th  days  of  January,  1 838,  after  reciting  the  making  of  the 

tioe  of  the  se-    aforesaid  mortgage,  Jane  and  William  Llewellyn  concuired 

Mo.  Thepur-  ^^  Conveying  the  same  estates,  including  Bedwaa,  to  one 

chAse-money 

not  being  suffioient  to  pay  off  the  first  and  second  mortgages: — ffeld,  that  the  seoond  mort^ 

gagee  was  entitled  to  a  charge  upon  the  estate  for  the  deficiency,  and  that  he  might  obtain 

a  decree  of  foreclosure  against  the  mortgagor  and  the  subsequent  mortgagees. 

Queere,  whether  this  would  be  the  case  if  the  estate  had  been  sold  under  the  power  to  • 
stranger,  and  subsequently  purchased  from  such  stranger  by  the  mortgagor. 
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Oeach,  in  fee,  "  subject  to  the  said  mortgage  for  4000i.  to  X856^ 
the  said  Henry  Ooude"  by  way  of  mortgage,  to  secure 
1520Z.  and  interest;  and  they  covenanted  to  pay  this  sum 
and  interest,  and  also  for  title,  including  a  covenant  for  fur- 
ther assurance  of  the  said  hereditaments  (''  subject  as  afore- 
said ")  to  the  said  Oeack,  in  fee,  by  "  the  said  Jane  LleweL- 
lyn  and  WiUia/ni  LletveUyn,  and  their  heirs,  and  all  other 
persons  whosoever  having,  or  lawfully  or  equitably  claiming, 
or  who  shall  or  may  have  or  lawfully  or  equitably  claim  any 
estate,  right,  title,  or  interest  in  or  to  the  said  hereditaments." 

A  memorandum  of  this  second  mortgage  was  indorsed 
upon  the  first  mortgage  deed. 

In  the  year  1838,  the  second  mortgage  was  transferred 
to  the  PlaintiflF  Otter, 

Subsequently  the  estates  were  mortgaged  again  to  one 
WHUa/ms,  subject  to  the  two  preceding  mortgages. 

In  the  year  184*0,  Ooude  advertised  the  estates  for  sale,  in 
exercise  of  his  power  of  sale  as  first  mortgagee ;  and  WUlia/m 
Llewellyn  contracted  with  him  for  the  purchase  of  the  Bed- 
VX18  estate  for  the  sum  of  1150Z.,  which  he  paid  to  Ooude, 
and  took  firom  him  a  conveyance  of  this  estate,  in  which 
Jane  Llewellyn  concurred. 

Ooude  sold  the  rest  of  the  property  comprised  in  his  mort- 
gage to  other  persons,  but  the  whole  of  the  purchase-money 
received  by  him  for  all  the  property,  including  the  Bedwaa 
estate,  was  not  more  than  the  amoimt  of  his  mortgage  debt 

In  1844,  Willicmi  Llewellyn  made  an  equitable  mortgage 
by  deposit  of  the  title-deeds  of  the  property  with  one  Mos- 
tyn,  to  secure  140Z.  and  interest.  This  mortgage  was  now 
vested  in  the  Defendant  Lord  VaVyX, 

In  1853,  WiUia/m  Llewellyn  mortgaged  the  same  pro- 
u  u2 
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1866.  perty  to  the  Defendant  Mary  LlewMyn,  by  deed,  to  secure 
\1921, 108.  and  interest,  subject  to  the  last-mentioned  equit- 
able mortgage. 

statemmu.  Mostyn  and  Mary  Llewellyn,  at  the  respective  times  of 
taking  their  mortgages,  had  notice  of  the  mortgage  to  (?eacft> 
which  was  still  unpaid. 

Otter  now  filed  this  bill  against  Lord  Va/ux,  Ma/ry  Lleiwdr 
lyn,  and  WiUiam  Lletuellyn,  for  foreclosure. 


Argument,         Mr.  W,  M,  Jomiea,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Oiffard,  for  the  Hain- 
tiff:— 

This  case  is  governed  by  Totdmi/n  v.  Steere  (a),  in  whidi 
case,  there  being  three  incumbrances,  and  the  third  incum- 
brancer having  obtained  a  transfer  to  himself  of  the  first 
charge,  the  mortgagor  subsequently  sold  the  estate  to  the 
Defendant,  with  the  concurrence  of  the  third  incumbrancer, 
whose  two  incumbrances  were  paid  off  out  of  the  purchase- 
money ;  and  as  the  purchaser  had  constructive  notice  of  the 
second  charge,  the  estate  was  held  to  be  still  liable  to  that 
charge  in  his  hands,  the  transaction  being  treated  as  in  ef- 
fect a  payment  of  the  first  and  third  charges  by  the  mort- 
gagor, and  then  a  sale  by  him  to  a  purchaser  with  notice  of 
the  second  charge.  So  in  Parry  v.  Wright  (6),  where  a  man 
.purchased  an  estate  subject  to  two  mortgages,  and  paid  off 
the  first  and  took  a  conveyance  of  the  estate  without  keep- 
ing alive  the  mortgage-debt,  and  subsequently  mortgaged 
the  estate  to  another  person,  who  had  notice  of  the  previous 
mortgages,  it  was  held,  that,  by  this  transaction,  the  second 
mortgage,  which  had  not  been  paid  off,  was  the  first  chaige 
on  the  estate. 

But  if  not,  William  Llewellyn  was  bound,  under  the 
covenant  for  further  assurance  in  the  mortgage  to  6eac&,  to 

(a)  3  Mer.  210.  (&)  1  S.  &  S.  369;  5  Ross.  142. 
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convey  the  estate  which  he  purchased  of  Oov/ie  as  a  further  i856. 
security  for  Oeach'a  mortgage,  particularly  as  the  mortgage 
to  Oeach  contained  no  mention  of  the  power  of  sale  in  the 
previous  mortgage  to  Ooude.  In  Smith  v.  PhiUips  (a),  a 
mortgagor  had  contracted  to  grant  a  lease  of  the  mortgaged  ^V^^*^^- 
premises  to  A,,  and  the  mortgagee,  upon  his  subsequently 
purchasing  the  equity  of  redemption  with  notice  of  this  con- 
tract, was  compelled  to  perform  it  [Vice-Chancellor — 
I  suppose  the  objection  on  the  other  side  will  be,  that  the 
equity  of  redemption  was  not  purchased  by  William  Llew- 
eUyn,  but  destroyed.]  But  even  then,  if  the  first  mortgage 
was  destroyed,  the  mortgagor  having  received  the  money  of 
the  second  mortgagee,  and  given  him  a  security  upon  that 
estate,  with  a  covenant  for  further  assurance,  the  mortgagor 
cannot  set  up  against  the  second  mortgagee  the  mode  in 
which  the  mortgagor  acquired  the  estate,  but  was  bound  to 
make  fiirther  assurance ;  and  the  purchaser  firom  him,  having 
notice  of  this  mortgage,  was  bound  by  that  covenant. 

Then,  at  the  time  of  the  pmxjhase,  WiUia/m  Llewellyn 
was  in  possession  of  the  estate,  and  therefore  was  tenant  at 
will  to  the  mortgagees ;  and  any  advantage  which  he  obtain- 
ed by  virtue  of  that  estate  would  belong  to  his  landlord: 
Doe  V.  PoU(b),  Savmdera  v.  Lord  Annealeyic).  [ViCB- 
Chakcellob. — ^The  bill  only  prays  for  foreclosure.]  Specific 
performance  of  the  covenant  for  further  assurance  can  be 
decreed  imder  the  prayer  for  general  relief 

(The  Vicb-Chancellor. — A  tenant  may  purchase  any 
title  consistent  with  his  landlord's  rights,  but  not  any  which 
is  inconsistent  therewith.] 

Mr.  R6U,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  R.  W.  HawkiTis,  for  Lord  Vaux: 

This  case  is  not  governed  by  T<yulmin  v.  Steere  (d).    The 

(a)  1  Keen,  694.  (c)  2  Sch.  &  Let  78. 

(6)  2  Dougl.  709.  (d)  3  Mer.  310. 
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second  mortgagee,  having  notice  of  the  first  mortgage,  had 
constructive  notice  of  the  power  of  sale,  which  is  a  power 
commonly  enough  inserted  in  mortgage  deeda  Having 
such  notice,  he  took  subject  to  the  possible  ezerdse  of  that 
power;  and  if  the  estate  had,  on  the  sale,  produced  sufficient 
to  pay  both  mortgages,  there  is  no  doubt  that  he  could  only 
have  had  a  remedy  against  the  surplus  money  after  pay- 
ment of  the  first  mortgage:  Hill  v.  2%e  Oreat  Northern 
Railway  Company  (a).  He  cannot  have  more  than  he 
contracted  for.  The  new  estate  acquired  by  the  mortgagor 
by  his  purchase  under  the  power  of  sale  was  not  such  an 
estate  as  he  was  bound  to  convey  under  the  covenant  for 
further  assurance.  Such  a  covenant  only  relates  to  outstand- 
ing estates  existing  at  the  time  it  was  made ;  and  to  give  the 
second  mortgagee  a  charge  upon  the  estate  acqiiired  by  the 
mortgagor  imder  the  power  of  sale,  would  be  to  give  him 
not  a  further  assurance,  but  a  further  security. 


Mr.  Amphlett  and  Mr.  (7.  JRoupell  for  William  Lletodr 
Vyn:— 

If  the  argument  of  the  Plaintiff  is  to  succeed,  then  there 
would  remain  a  charge  by  implication  upon  the  estate  in 
every  case  where  a  mortgaged  estate  has  been  sold  under  a 
power  of  sale,  and  purchased  by  the  mortgagor,  to  the  extent 
to  which  subsequent  incumbrances  were  not  satisfied  by  the 
purchase-money.  How  far  is  such  a  doctrine  to  extend? 
Will  it  hold  where  the  purchase  was  not  by  the  mortgagor 
himself,  but  by  some  other  person,  and  after  several  mesne 
assignments  the  estate  was  bought  by  the  mortgagor? 

Mr.  W.  M,  Jam^y  Q.  C,  in  reply. 


(a)  6  De  G.,  M'N.  &  G.  66. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  656 

Vicr-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood:—  18^6- 

I  am  inclined  to  think,  that,  even  upon  the  narrower        ^>ttbb 


V, 


ground  suggested  in  the  argument,  there  would  be  a  good  Lord  Vaux. 
deal  to  say  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiff  in  this  casa  The  judgment, 
mortgage  under  which  the  Plaintiff  claims  was  stated,  in 
the  mortgage  deed,  to  be  subject  to  a  previous  mortgage 
created  by  the  indentures  therein  mentioned,  without  no- 
ticing the  power  of  sale,  and  the  Plaintiff's  mortgage  then 
contained  covenants,  that,  except  as  aforesaid,  there  was  no 
charge  upon  the  estate;  and  that  the  mortgagor  had  a  good 
right  to  convey,  and  that  he  would  execute  all  requisite 
deeds  further  to  assure  the  estate  subject  as  aforesaid,  but 
there  was  no  allusion  in  that  deed  to  the  power  of  sala  I 
think  these  facts  afford  a  strong  groxmd  for  arguing,  that  it 
would  not  be  according  to  the  contract  between  the  parties, 
to  say  that  the  second  mortgagee  took  by  the  terms  of 
the  contract)  subject  to  the  power  of  sale  in  the  first  mort- 
gage. 

But  I  do  not  rest  my  decision  upon  that  narrow  ground. 
The  broader  view  of  the  matter  is,  that,  after  the  mortgage 
to  the  first  mortgagee  had  been  executed,  conferring  upon 
him  a  power  of  sale,  as  one  mode  in  which  the  security 
might  be  enforced  by  him,  and  the  mortgagor  subsequently 
conveyed  to  the  second  mortgagee,  subject  to  incumbrances, 
it  shall  be  assumed  that  the  second  mortgagee  had  notice 
of  the  power  of  sale,  as  being  one  of  the  ordinary  modes 
of  enforcing  a  charge  now  generally  introduced  by  convey- 
ancers into  mortgage  deeda 

Then,  what  would  be  the  position  of  the  mortgagor  if  he 
had  simply  cleared  off  the  first  mortgage  by  payment  of  the 
money  due  upon  it  ?  In  such  a  case,  it  is  settled  by  autho- 
rity, as  was  acknowledged  by  all  parties  in  the  argument, 
that  the  mortgagor  could  not  set  up  the  anterior  charge  so 
paid  off  against  the  second  mortgagee,  and  that  the  effect  of 
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paying  off  the  first  mortgage  would  be  that  the  second 
mortgage  would  thereby  become  the  first  charge  upon 
Lobd*'vaux.  *^®  estate.  The  same  observation  which  was  made  in  aigu- 
JvHamau  °^®^^  *^  ^  *^®  inability  of  the  second  mortgagee  to  cidl 
upon  the  mortgagor  to  clear  off  the  first  mortgage,  implies 
to  the  case  I  have  suggested.  The  second  mortgagee  would 
not  have  any  such  right,  he  could  not  file  a  bill,  either  under 
the  covenant  for  further  assurance  or  otherwise,  to  compel 
the  mortgagor  to  pay  off  the  first  mortgage.  He  can  only 
say, — when  once  the  mortgagor  has  done  this  which  it  was 
his  duty  to  do,  although  the  second  mortgagee  could  not 
have  compelled  him  to  do  it, — ^that  it  is  impossible  for  the 
mortgagor  to  insist  as  against  the  person  to  whom  he  has 
given  a  second  mortgage  on  his  property,  that  there  remains 
any  prior  charge  on  the  estate,  or  that  the  mortgagor  has 
any  right  to  have  the  mortgage  which  he  has  paid  off  trans- 
ferred, so  as  to  keep  it  alive  for  his  own  benefit  to  the  extent 
of  the  money  which  he  supplied  to  pay  it  off  The  answer 
to  such  a  claim  on  the  part  of  the  mortgagor  would  be, 
**  You  have  only  discharged  your  own  debt,  and  you  are  only 
doing  justice  as  between  yourself  and  your  second  mortgagee, 
by  giving  the  fullest  effect  to  liis  security  that  can  possibly 
be  given,  and  you  have  therefore  no  claim  to  set  up  that 
prior  charge  against  him/' 

Then,  there  being  this  first  mortgage,  and  there  being 
just  the  same  duty,  as  between  the  mortgagor  and  the  first 
mortgagee,  for  the  mortgagor  to  pay  off  his  mortgage,  and 
the  power  of  sale  being  only  given  as  a  means  of  enforcing 
that  payment  if  it  should  not  be  made  otherwise,  the  mort- 
gagor has  paid  the  money  to  the  first  mortgagee  in  this  way 
— instead  of  paying  off  the  mortgage  and  clearing  the  estate 
of  that  incumbrance,  which  would  be  for  the  benefit  of  the 
second  mortgagee,  the  mortgagor  pays  the  money  to  the 
first  mortgagee,  and  takes  a  conveyance  of  the  estate  from 
the  first  mortgagee  by  the  exercise  of  the  power  of  sale 
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How  can  he  set  up  a  right  to  the  estate  so  obtained  against  1856. 
his  own  mortgagee,  to  whom  he  has  by  his  own  act  given 
a  charge  upon  it,  any  more  than,  if  he  had  paid  off  the 
first  mortgage,  he  could  have  the  debt  so  paid  off  trans- 
ferred for  his  own  benefit  as  between  himself  and  the  second  ^*<v"»«»** 
mortgagee?  This  equity  does  not  depend  upon  the  doctrine 
of  the  debt  being  merged  or  extinguished.  If  the  mort- 
gagor, on  paying  off  the  first  mortgage,  had  taken  an  as- 
signment to  a  trustee  for  himself,  he  could  not  set  up  that 
mortgage  debt  outstanding  in  the  trustee  against  the  se- 
cond incumbrancer;  therefore  the  equity  does  not  depend 
on  the  debt  being  gone  by  the  effect  of  the  payment:  if  the 
debt  were  kept  alive  in  the  way  I  have  mentioned,  the  ef- 
fect would  still  be,  that  the  mortgagor  would  be  estopped  in 
consequence  of  his  mortgage  from  setting  up  that  debt 
against  the  second  mortgagee. 

The  whole  argument  has  been,  that  the  second  mortgagee 
simply  contracted  to  have  the  benefit  of  his  mortgage,  sub- 
ject to  the  prior  charge  and  to  the  power  of  sale,  by  which 
the  first  mortgagee  might  at  once  defeat  all  succeeding  limi- 
tations of  the  estate,  and  those  limitations  being  gone,  the 
second  mortgage,  being  a  charge  only  on  the  subsequent  in- 
terest in  the  property,  is  also  gone,  and  the  only  remedy  is 
against  the  purchase-money  received  for  the  estate  after  satis- 
feu^on  thereout  of  the  prior  mortgage;  and  that,  if  the  Court 
were  to  hold  otherwise,  the  second  mortgagee  woidd  have  the 
security  of  this  purchase-money  and  also  of  the  estate:  so 
that,  if,  instead  of  the  purchase-money  being  insufficient  to 
pay  off  the  first  mortgage,  there  had  been  a  surplus  of  lOOOi., 
the  second  mortgagee  would  take  that,  and  also  a  charge 
upon  the  estate  fireed  firom  the  anterior  mortgage.  But  I 
think  that  a  complete  answer  was  given  to  this  argument  in 
reply,  viz.  that  the  real  question  is,  whether  the  contract  is 
not  fully  performed  between  the  mortgagor  and  the  second 
mortgagee,  who,  if  he  gets  the  full  benefit  of  that  payment^ 
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1856.  gets  no  more  than  he  is  entitled  to.  The  first  mortgagee  must 
accowit  to  the  second  for  the  extra  lOOOI.^  and  the  conse- 
quence would  be,  supposing  the  mortgage  debt  of  the  second 
to  be  2500!.,  that  there  would  only  be  15002.  of  that  left  a 
charge  upon  the  estate.  The  contract  is  not  altered,  it  was  to 
secmre  to  the  second  mortgagee  25002.  The  mortgagor  pays 
this  money  to  the  first  mortgagee,  and  takes  from  him  a  con- 
veyance of  the  estate.  The  amount  so  paid,  I  have  supposed 
to  exceed  the  amount  of  the  first  mortgage  by  1 0002. ;  that  will 
go  towards  paying  off  the  second  mortgage,  and  will  leave 
the  second  mortgage  with  a  diaige  upon  the  estate  diminish- 
ed by  that  payment 

That  appears  to  me  to  be  the  sound  view  to  take  of  the 
result  of  these  £Bict&  I  do  not  now  enter  into  the  difficul- 
ties that  might  arise  in  a  case  where  the  first  mortgagee  sold 
the  estate  under  a  power  of  sale,  and  the  property,  after 
passing  through  six  or  seven  different  hands,  may  at  last 
be  purchased  again  by  the  mortgagor;  because  there  would 
not,  in  that  case,  be  the  circumstance  that  there  is  here, 
namely,  the  payment  by  the  mortgagor  into  the  hands  of 
the  first  mortgagee  of  the  money  which,  by  all  the  terms 
of  his  contract,  the  mortgagor  was  bound  to  pay  to  the  fiirst 
mortgagee  in  discharge  of  the  mortgage  debt.  Here,  the 
estate  is  cleared  of  the  first  incumbrance  by  the  mortgagor, 
by  the  exercise  of  the  power  of  sale  in  his  fiavour,  instead  of 
a  simple  payment  off  by  him  of  this  mortgaga 

It  may  be  said  that  the  second  mortgagee  has  a  greater 
benefit  than  he  contracted  for,  because  the  charge  of  the 
first  mortgagee  is  cleared  off  by  his  having  exercised  his 
power  of  sale,  and  the  second  mortgagee  will  have  the 
full  benefit  of  that,  although  the  first  mortgagee  have  been 
thereby  fully  paid.  But  that  would  be  no  argument  against 
the  rights  existing  between  the  second  mortgagee  and  the 
mortgagor,  which  are,  that  the  mortgagor  having  con- 
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tracted  with  the  second  mortgagee  to  give  him  a  security  1866. 
upon  that  particular  estate  for  a  certain  sum  of  money, 
if  the  prior  charge  be  cleared  ofiF  in  any  mode  by  the  act 
of  the  mortgagor,  it  is  impossible  for  him  to  say,  I  will 
hold  the  estate  free  from  the  incumbrances,  without  ful- 
filling my  contract  of  giving  to  the  second  mortgagee  a 
security  upon  the  estate  to  the  amotmt  of  the  money  which 
he  so  advanced.  It  would  be  too  thin  a  distinction  to  say, 
that  where  no  power  of  sale  exists  there  would  be  no  possi- 
bility of  doing  this,  but  that,  by  means  of  the  power  of  sale 
in  the  first  mortgage,  the  first  mortgagee  is  enabled  to  sell 
the  estate  to  the  mortgagor,  and  the  mortgagor  is  enabled  to 
make,  by  such  purchase,  a  title  to  the  estate  as  against  his 
own  incumbrancer,  who  remains  imsatisfied.  Such  a  state  of 
things  would  be  inconsistent  with  the  contract 

My  decision,  in  this  case,  rests  upon  the  broad  ground  that 
the  estate  is  still  liable  to  the  second  mortgage  in  the  hands 
of  the  mortgagor  and  those  who  claim  xmder  him  with  no- 
tice of  that  mortgage.  Otherwise,  the  mortgagor,  having  in 
his  pocket  money  enough  to  pay  ofiF  the  first  mortgage, 
might  say,  in  such  a  case,  I  will  not  pay  off"  the  mortgage, 
but  buy  the  estate  free  from  all  claims.  In  other  words,  he 
applies  the  fund  to  relieve  the  estate  in  his  own  favomr, 
and  not  in  favour  of  those  to  whom  he  has  pledged  it,  avail- 
ing himself  of  the  machinery  of  the  power  of  sale. 

There  must  be  a  decree  for  an  account  and  payment  of 
what  is  due  for  principal  and  interest  on  the  second  mort- 
gage. 
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Jwne  30^. 


THE  AFRICAN  STEAM  SHIP  COMPANY 
v.  SWANZY  AND  KENNEDY. 


MerehwiuShi^  1  HE  Plaintiff  were  the  owners  of  a  ship  called  The  Fore^ 

ping  Ad,  1864, 
Part  ix— 17  di 
IS  VieL  e.  104, 
«.  504— C(m- 
ttmcUon — 
"  Value  of 
Ship"-^.  514, 
Ooii  under. 


runner,  which,  in  October,  1854,  was  lost  with  all  her  cargo, 
and  the  luggage  of  all  the  passengers  on  board.  In  1855, 
separate  actions  were  commenced  against  the  Plaintifis  by 
the  Defendant  Swcmzy,  the  owner  of  a  part  of  the  cargo,  and 
the  Defendant  Kennedy,  one  of  the  passengers,  to  recover 
the  value  of  their  property  lost  with  the  vesseL 


The  Plaintiflfs  then  filed  their  bill  under  the  5 1 4th  section 
of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act,  1854,  (17  &  18  Vict  c.  104;, 


The  value  of  t^ 
ship,  within 
the  meanixig 
of  the  Mer- 
chAQt  Ship- 
ping Act,  1854, 
(17  A  18  Vict. 

11  not  the  Value  praying,  that  the  value  of  the  ship  and  freight  might  be  as- 

owner  would     certained  imder  the  direction  of  the  Court,  and  apportioned 

haye  eet  upon   ]yy  ^q  Court  between  the  persons  who  should  establish  their 

his  ship;  nor       •'  ^  .        * 

htiiesumfor  claims,  and  to  restrain  the  Defendants  from  prosecuting 

owner  may       their  actions  against  the  Plaintiff  in  respect  of  the  loss  of 

STrSISS"^    the  Ship, 
ship,  the  only 
criterion,  al- 
though it  IB  one  of  many  criteria,  of  its  value:  but,  under  ordinary  circumBtanoes,  and 
with  the  exception  of  a  case  where  there  is  no  market  for  a  ship  of  the  kind,  such  ralue 
wiU  be  taken  to  be  what  the  ship  would  have  fetched  if  sold  immediately  before  her  loss. 

In  the  excepted  case  the  Court  would  ascertain  the  price  given  for  the  ship,  and  the  sub- 
sequent detenoration, — semble. 


Shipowners,  being  under  a  contract  to  replace  their  ship  immediately  if  lost,  insured  her 

ship 
rom  pr 
value  of  the  ship,  at  the  time  when  she  was  lost,  did  not  exceed  5900^ 


for  10,000i.;  two  months  after  which  the  ship  was  lost: — neia,  tnat  tnev  i 

ped  from  proving,  in  a  suit  instituted  by  them  under  the  514th  section  of  the  Act,  that  the 


In  a  suit  instituted  by  a  shipowner  under  the  514th  section  of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act, 
1854,  to  determine  the  amount  of  bis  liability  in  respect  of  the  losses  there  mentioned,  to 
have  such  amount  distributed  rateably  amongst  the  several  claimants,  and  to  stop  actions 
at  law  in  relation  to  the  same  subject-matter,  there  being  no  adverse  litigation  amongst  the 
claimants  themselves,  nor  any  other  special  circumstance  occasioning  an  increase  of  costs, 
and  over  which  the  Plaintiff  has  no  control,  the  Plaintiff,  as  the  party  eased  by  the  proceed- 
ings, pays  all  the  costs  of  all  claimants  whose  claims  are  established,  including  the  costs  of 
actions  at  law  commenced  by  any  of  such  claimants,  but  stayed  by  injunction  in  the  suit. 


CASES  IN  CHANCEBY. 


661 


Upon  motion  for  an  injunction,  an  order  was  made  in         1856. 
terms  of  which  a  minute  has  ahready  appeared  in  this  series   thjb  Afbioan 
of  Reports  (a).     By  that  order  the  injuncticm  was  granted,  StkamSbbpCo. 
and  an  inquiry  was  directed  as  to  the  value  of  the  ship. 


V. 
SWAKZT. 


In  the  course  of  the  inquiry  as  to  the  value  of  the  ship,  it 
appeared,  that,  in  December,  1852,  the  ship  was  purchased 
by  the  Plaintiflfe  for  12,897i. — ^paid  in  shares  in  the  com- 
pany ;  that,  shortly  after  she  was  purchased  by  the  Plaintiflfe, 
and  from  that  time  until  she  was  lost,  the  ship  had  been 
employed  by  the  Plaintiffi,  under  a  contract  yrith  Govern- 
ment, to  carry  the  mails  to  Fernando  Po;  that  while  so 
employed,  she  had  made  voyages  amounting  in  the  whole  to 
about  100,000  miles;  and  that,  about  two  months  before  her 
loss,  she  was  insured  by  the  Flaintifib  for  10,000!.,  which 
amount  had  been  paid  by  the  underwritera  At  the  time 
when  the  insurance  was  efifected,  the  Plaintiffe  were  bound 
by  their  contract  with  the  Government  to  replace  the  ship 
immediately  in  the  event  of  her  being  lost. 

Estimates  of  valuers  as  to  the  price  which  the  ship  would 
have  fetched  at  the  time  when  she  was  lost,  were  in  evidence. 
Mr.  Bailey,  a  valuer  selected  by  the  Defendants  as  well  as 
by  the  Plaintiffii,  estimated  that  price  at  5900!.,  other  va- 
luers estimated  it,  some  at  6000!.,  others  as  low  as  4000!. 

The  question,  what  was  the  value  of  the  ship  within  the 
meaning  of  the  term  "value''  in  the  504th  section  of  the 
Act,  now  came  on  to  be  argued  upon  an  adjourned  sum- 
mons. 


St€UmetU. 


Jan.  nth. 


Mr.  James,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Ccle,  for  the  Defendant  Swa/rir     ArgwiufU. 


The  true  criterion  of  the  value  of  the  ship  is,  what,  at  the 
(a)  Vol.1,  p.  328. 
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1856.        time  when  the  ship  was  lost,  was  her  peculiar  value  to  the 

Thb  African   Plaintiffs,  having  regard  to  the  business  in  which  she  was 

StbamShipCo.  employed,   the  growing  nature  of  that  business,   and  the 

SwANZT.       adaptation  of  the  ship  for  that  business — ^what  was  the  value 

Argtment.      to  the  Plaintiffs  of  their  capital  as  represented  by  the  ship 

when  thus  employed : — as  in  the  case  of  fixtures  in  a  house 

which  are  valued  as  they  stand,  and  having  regard  to  their 

adaptation  to  that  particular  house,  and  not  at  the  price 

they  would  fetch  if  removed.     The  market  value  of  the  ship 

— ^the  mere  price  which  any  stranger  would  have  given  for 

her—- cannot  be  the  criterion  intended  by  the  Act    Suppose 

one  company  to  buy  up  all  vessels  of  this  description,  and  to 

obtain  a  monopoly  of  the  only  business  for  which  they  are 

adapted,  such  vessels  would  no  longer  have  any  market 

value. 

At  all  events,  the  ship  having  been  insured  for  10,000t 
only  two  months  before  her  loss,  and  10,000?.  having  been 
received  by  the  Plaintiffs  firom  the  underwriters,  the  Plain- 
tiffii  are  estopped  from  estimating  her  value  at  less  than 
that  sum.    They  are  not  to  make  a  profit  by  insurance. 

Mr.  Caima,  in  the  absence  of  Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  for  the 
Plaintiffs:— 

The  peculiar,  accidental,  value  of  the  ship  to  the  Plaintiffi 
cannot  be  the  proper  criterion  of  her  value  under  the  504th 
section  of  the  Act;  otherwise,  the  owner  might  be  exposed  to 
actual  loss — Suppose  a  yacht  which  has  won  two  years  suc- 
cessively, and  of  which  the  owner  will  be  entitled  to  a  large 
prize  if  she  vrins  the  third  year:  if  she  is  lost  before  the 
third  race,  the  owner  is  not  to  be  fixed  with  the  accidental 
value  which,  at  the  time  of  her  loss,  he  attached  to  her. 

Nor  can  the  price  the  vessel  fetched  two  years  before  she 
was  lost,  be  a  test  of  her  value,  it  being  well  known  that 
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ships  deteriorate  yearly  262.  per  cent  Besides,  even  that 
price  was  not  paid  for  in  money,  but  in  shares  in  the  com- 
pany, and  non  constat  at  what  price  such  shares  then  stood. 

Nor,  thirdly,  is  the  amount  of  insurance  the  criterion  of 
value.  The  question  on  which  the  amount  of  insurance  is 
determined  by  the  party  who  insures  is,  what  will  it  cost  to 
replace  the  thing  insured  ?  Here,  the  Plaintiflfe  were  under 
a  contract  to  replace  the  ship  immediately,  at  whatever 
cost  The  amount  of  insurance  is  never  intended  as  an  ac- 
curate representation  of  value  in  the  ordinary  sense  of  the 
word. 
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1856. 

The  Afrioam 
StxamShifCo. 

SWAKZT. 

Argwnent. 


These  tests  being  all  fiedlacious,  we  propose  to  leave  it  to 
the  Court  to  say  upon  the  evidence,  such  evidence  being 
conflicting,  what  would  the  ship  have  fetched  at  the  time 
wken  she  was  lost  ? 

[He  then  argued,  that  the  evidence  sheweSd  the  true  value 
was  40002.,  or,  at  the  utmost,  and  upon  the  estimate  of  the 
Defendants'  own  witness,  not  more  than  69002.] 

Mr.  Jcrnies,  Q.  C,  in  reply : — 


Vicb-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood: — 

This  case  is  one  of  some  importance,  being,  if  I  am  right-      judgment. 
ly  informed,  the  first  which  has  arisen  under  the  604th  sec- 
tion  of  the  Act 

The  only  question  of  which  I  have  to  dispose  is,  what  is  to 
be  taken  to  be  the  value  of  this  ship  within  the  meaning  of 
the  term  "  value  "  in  the  504th  section  of  the  Act. 


The  natural  and  obvious  meaning  of  the  term  in  question, 


664  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1856.  and  that  which  under  ordinary  circumstances  the  Court 
THsAnuoAN  ^oxdd  attribute  to  it,  is  what  the  ship  would  have  fetched 
SriAMSHipCa  had  she  been  sold  immediately  before  her  loss. 

SWANZT. 

Judgment,  ^^  ^^  contended,  that  this  would  lead  to  too  low  an  esti- 
mate, and  that  the  Court  ought  to  inquire  what^  at  the^time 
when  the  ship  was  lost,  was  her  peculiar  value  to  the  Plain- 
ti£&,  having  regard  to  the  business  in  which  she  was  em- 
ployed, and  the  growing  nature  of  that  business.  But  to 
adopt  the  peculiar  value  which  the  owner  would  have  set 
upon  his  ship  as  the  criterion  of  her  value  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  Act,  would  be  to  open  too  large  a  field  of  in- 
quiry. 

It  is  true,  that  the  sum  which  the  ship  would  have  sold 
for,  cannot,  in  all  cases,  be  a  true  criterion  of  its  value. 
Cases  might  arise,  in  which  to  adopt  that  criterion  wottM 
lead  to  undue  depreciation.  A  particular  class  of  ships 
might  be  adapted  for  one  particular  description  of  traffic; 
and  for  that  alone;  and  that  description  of  traffic  might  be 
entirely  occupied  by  one  company,  with  which  it  might  be 
hopeless  to  compete,  so  that  there  would  be  no  market  for  a 
ship  of  that  particular  description.  If  such  a  case  should 
ever  occur,  it  would  be  necessary  for  the  Court  to  adopt 
some  other  criterion.  One  I  venture  to  suggest  might  be,  to 
ascertain  the  price  given  for  the  ship,  and  the  subsequent 
deterioration.  Some  such  criterion  would  have  to  be  adopt- 
ed ;  for  otherwise  the  value  of  the  ship  would  be  what  the 
ship  would  sell  for  to  be  broken  up.  Here,  however,  no  one 
suggests  that  the  value  of  this  ship  is  to  be  taken  at  what 
she  would  have  fetched  to  be  broken  up. 

It  was  argued  for  the  Defendants,  that,  where  a  ship  has 
been  insured,  the  amount  of  the  insurance  is  the  true  crite- 
rion of  her  value,  or  rather,  that  the  owner  is  estopped  in 
such  a  case  from  shewing  that  her  value,  when  insured,  was 
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less  than  the  amount  of  such  insurance.     But  the  practice         1856. 
of  insuring  vessels  was  extremely  common  when  this  Act  was    thb  African 
passed;  and  if  the  amount  of  insurance  had  been  intended  StbamShipCo. 
by  the  Legislature  as  the  criterion  of  the  value  of  a  ship,  it       Swanzt. 
would  have  been  easy  for  them  to  express  it,  and  I  must     judgment. 
assume  that  they  would  have  so  expressed  it     At  any  rate 
I  cannot  import  such  words  into  the  Act     The  amount  for 
which  a  ship  has  been  insured  appears  to  me  to  be  one  of 
many  criteria,  but  I  cannot  consider  it  as  the  sole  criterion 
of  the  value  of  the  ship. 

In  the  particular  case  before  me,  I  think  that  such  a  cri- 
terion would  lead  to  too  high  an  estimate  of  the  value  of  the 
ship.  The  ship  was  bought  by  the  Plaintifis  in  December, 
1852,  for  12,8972. ;  and  since  that  time  she  has  sailed  about 
100,000  miles.  Taking  these  facts  into  account,  consider- 
ing the  sum  for  which  she  was  bought,  and  allowing  for 
subsequent  deterioration,  I  am  bound  to  conclude  that 
10,000?.  would  exceed  the  value  of  the  ship  at  the  time  of 
her  loss. 

It  was  said,  '  Why,  then,  did  the  plaintiffit  insure  for  so 
large  a  sum  as  10,0002.?'  But  to  that,  I  think,  the  answer  was 
satisfactory,  that,  being  under  a  contract  which  bound  them 
to  replace  the  ship  immediately  in  case  of  her  loss,  the  Plain- 
tifGs  were  compelled  to  insure  for  such  a  smn  as  it  would 
cost  them  to  replace  their  ship.  In  so  doing,  there  was  no 
fraud  on  their  part.  They  only  did  what  is  constantly  done 
by  parties  insuring  houses,  furniture,  and  other  property 
in  course  of  deterioration;  all  which,  from  year  to  year, 
and  after  the  lapse  of  many  years,  are  habitually  insured  at 
the  same  price  as  that  for  which  they  were  insiu-ed  when 
new,  without  any  allowance  for  deterioration.  This  disposes 
of  the  argument  that  the  Plaintiffs  are  estopped  by  the 
amoimt  of  the  insurance  from  adducing  evidence  to  shew 
that  the  price  which  the  ship  would  have  fetched  at  the 
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V. 
SWANZT. 

Judgment, 
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1856.        time  when  she  was  lost,  was  less  than  the  sum  for  whidi 

The  African    they  had  insured. 
StsamShipCo. 

[His  Honor  then  examined  the  evidence  of  the  valuers, 
and  concluded  thus: — ] 

Taking  all  the  circumstances,  therefore,  into  consideraticm, 
it  comes  to  this,  that  Mr.  Bailey  estimates  what  the  diip 
would  have  fetched  at  59002.,  other  valuers  estimating  it^ 
some  at  6000!.,  others  as  low  as  4500Z.,  or  even  40002. ;  and 
considering  that  this  Act  was  passed  in  relief  of  the  liability 
of  shipowners,  T  adopt  the  estimate  of  Mr.  Ba/iley,  who  was 
selected  by  both  parties,  as  the  true  value  of  the  ship  with- 
in the  meaning  of  the  Act. 


June  30M.  The  Defendants  Swcmzy  and  Kermedy,  and  several  claim- 
ants who  came  in  under  the  order,  having  established  their 
respective  claims,  the  cause  now  came  on  to  be  disposed  of 
upon  the  question  of  costs. 

Arffument.  Mr.  Rolty  Q.  G,  and  Mr.  Ccdims,  Q.  C,  appeared  for  the 

Plaintifife. 


Mr.  James,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Cole,  for  the  Defendant  iStiwn- 
zy;  and 

Mr.  Oiffard  for  the  Defendant  Kennedy,  claimed  the  De- 
fendants' costs  of  the  suit,  and  their  costs  at  law  of  the  ac- 
tions stayed  by  the  injunction.  By  the  514th  section  of  the 
Act  (a),  the  Court  had  a  discretion  as  to  costs;  and  in  the 
exercise  of  that  discretion,  it  would  follow  the  ordinary 
rule  adopted  in  such  cases,  and  order  all  costs  to  be  paid  by 
the  party  who  was  eased  by  the  proceedings  which  the  Act 

(a)  17  &  18  Vict  c.  104. 
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had  authorised.     Here,  the  Plaintiflfe  were  the  parties  eased        igse. 
by  the  proceedings,  and  there  had  been  no  adverse  litigation   rp^T^jBicAir 
over  which  the  Plaintiflfe  had  no  control     The  PlaintiflFs,  StbamShipCo. 
therefore,  should  pay  the  costs.  Swahzt. 

Arg%metU, 

Mr.  RoUy  Q.  C,  in  reply,  denied  that  the  shipovmer  was 
the  only  party  eased  by  the  Act  Besides,  what  relief  the 
shipowner  obtained  under  the  Act,  was  his  by  the  true  rule 
of  right,  and  in  conformity  with  the  laws  of  all  other  nations, 
and  was  not  to  be  looked  upon  as  a  favour  conferred  by  the 
Act  In  such  a  case,  the  decision  ought  not  to  depend  on 
the  question,  who  is  eased  by  the  proceedings  which  have 
been  instituted. 


Vicb-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood: — 

I  think  the  decision  ought  to  depend  upon  the  question, 
who  is  eased  by  the  proceedings  which  the  Act  has  autho-* 
rised  to  be  instituted.  And  here  it  is  clear,  that  the  Plain- 
ti£&,  as  owners  of  the  ship,  are  the  parties  who  have  been 
eased  by  such  proceedings. 

By  the  514th  section  of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act, 
1854,  in  cases  where  liability  has  been  incurred  by  any 
owner  in  respect  of  loss  of  life,  personal  injury,  or  loss  of 
or  damage  to  ships,  boats,  or  goods,  and  several  claims  are 
made  or  apprehended  in  respect  of  such  liability,  this  Court 
is  empowered,  subject  as  there  mentioned,  to  entertain  pro- 
ceedings at  the  suit  of  any  owner  for  the  purpose  of  deter- 
mining the  amoimt  of  such  liability,  and  for  the  distribution 
of  such  amount  rateably  amongst  the  several  claimants, 
with  power  to  stop  all  actions  and  suits  pending  in  any 
other  Court  in  relation  to  the  same  subject-matter.  By 
adopting  the  proceedings  which  the  Act  has  thus  authorised, 
the  shipowner  is  enabled  to  protect  himself  from  as  many 
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Judgment, 


1856.  separate  actions  as  there  are  claimants  for  compensation.  If 
ThbAfbioan  he  thinks  it  for  his  benefit  to  stop  all  these  actions,  the  Act 
enables  him  to  do  so  in  a  suit  instituted  by  him  for  the  pur- 
pose. The  owner  only  can  institute  the  suit  in  which  the 
Court  can  give  relief  under  the  514th  section.  If  he  chooses 
to  institute  it,  he,  as  the  party  eased,  is  prim&  hude  the 
party  who  should  bear  the  costs. 

If  it  were  a  case  in  which  there  had  been  adverse  litiga- 
tion between  the  claimants  amongst  themselves,  or  any 
other  special  circumstance  occasioning  an  increase  of  costs, 
and  over  which  the  Plaintifis  had  no  control,  a  question 
might  be  raised.  But  here  there  has  been  no  such  litiga- 
tion— Here,  there  has  been  nothing  special,  occasioning 
costs  over  which  the  Plaintiffs  had  no  control  The  Defend- 
ants, as  well  as  the  other  claimants,  have  established  their 
claims  in  this  Court;  I  must  assume,  therefore,  that  the  De- 
fendants would  have  established  such  claims  in  the  actions 
they  commenced  at  law ;  and,  establishing  their  claims  at  law, 
they  would  have  been  entitled  there  to  their  costs.  I  must^ 
therefore,  order  that  all  the  costs  be  borne  by  the  Plaintifi. 

By  all  the  costs,  I  mean  that  the  Plaintiffs  must  pay  the 
Defendants  their  costs  not  only  of  this  suit,  but  also  of  the 
actions  at  law,  which  the  Defendants  would  have  obtained 
if  the  Plaintifib  had  not  restrained  them,  in  order  to  have 
the  amount  of  their  own  liability  ascertained  and  distributed 
here;  and  the  Plaintiffs  must  also  pay  the  costs  of  all  Ae 
other  claimants  who  have  come  in  under  the  order,  and  es- 
tablished their  claims  in  this  Court 


Ordered  accordingly. 
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WEBB  u  BYNG.  ,     ^ , 

June  9th, 

Anne  CRANMER,  by  her  will  in  1844,  amongst  other  fPitt-Ocm- 

devises  and  bequests,  gave  as  follows: — "  I  give  to  my  great  SJo^wT" 

nephew  Henry  Webb  Byng  the  livings  of  Quendon  and  rx^^{I^j^ 

Chichneyt  should  he  like  the  profession  and  be  qualified  for  estate  to  one 

them,  or  to  WiMam  Cranmer  Byng I  give  in  trust  dren,— jBTcwi 

to  my  executors,  for  my  niece  Mary  Anne  Byng  and  her  ^^'^^^ 

children,  all  my  Quendon-HaU  estates  in  Essex,  provided  in  ease  at  the 

date  of  the 
she  takes  the  name  of  Cranmer  and  arms,  and  her  children,  will,  to  create 

with  my  mansion-house,  furniture,  plate,  books,  linen,  &c.,  that  bemt?  the 

Archbishop  Cran/mer*s  portrait  by  Holbein,  the  Indiam,  onljmxA?^^ 

r  r  <j  ^       carrying  into 

cabinet  in  drawing-room,  and  striking  watch,  and  my  dia-  effect  Uie 

mond  earrings  and  pins,  as  heirlooms  with  my  estate."  tion  of  the 

will. 

The  testatrix  devised  the  residue  of  her  real  and  personal  "  Litdng**-^ 

AdvOWMfL 

estate  and  effects  to  Mary  Arme  Byng^  and  appointed  the      r^^  ^^^ 

Plaintiffe  her  executors.  "  ^''?K'^ 

Bumoient  to 

pass  the  ad- 

The  testatrix  died  in  1853.  m^^'re^ 

stnctedtothe 
next  preaenta- 

Mary  Anne  Byng  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testatrix,  tion.   The 

leaving  Alfred  Molyneux  Byng,  her  eldest  son,  Henry  determine 
Webb  Byng,  and  six  other  children,  who  all  survived  the  mei^g.*** 
testatrix.    WiMam  Cranmer  Byng,  another  son  of  Mary     Devise  to  a 

...  --  ,  minor  of  **  the 

Anne  Byng,  died  m  the  lifetime  of  the  testatrix.  livings  of  Q. 

and  (7.,  should 
he  like  the 

Henry  Webb  Byng  was  an  infant,  aged  about  sixteen  wfeemonand 

years.  for  them  :•• — 

Held,  to  shew 
an  intention 

The  cause  now  came  on  for  further  consideration.  *?  ^^^  ^^ 

the  devisee  a 

personal  bene- 
fit; therefore,  that  the  devise  was  confined  to  a  single  presentation,  and  did  not  extend  to  the 
advowson. 


Argument, 
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1866.  Mr.  Karslake  appeared  for  the  Plaintiff 

Mr.  Cairns,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Thring,  for  the  Defendant  Al- 
fred Molyneux  Byng,  contended,  that,  upon  the  true  con- 
struction of  the  will,  the  QuendorirHaU  estates  were  devis- 
ed to  Mary  Anne  Byng  as  tenant  in  tail ;  and  that,  Mary 
An/ne  Byng  having  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testatrix,  the 
Defendant  Alfred  Molyneux  Byng,  as  her  eldest  son,  was 
now  entitled  as  tenant  in  tail  of  such  estates. 

They  relied  on  the  name  and  arms  clause,  and  the  gift 
of  the  heirlooms,  as  well  as  upon  the  gift  of  the  estate  as  one 
entire  estate,  as  being  inconsistent  with  the  supposition  that 
the  testatrix  intended  the  children  of  Mary  An/ne  Byng  to 
take  either  concurrently  with  her,  or  as  joint  tenants  after 
her  decease  —  inconsistent,  in  shorty  with  any  suppoeiticm 
except  that  the  testatrix  intended  a  simple  descent  from  pa- 
rent to  child. 

They  cited  Wood  v.  Ba/ron  (a)  and  Doe  v.  Bradley  (6),  to 
shew  that  the  rule,  inaccurately  called  the  rule  in  Wilde's 
case  (c),  that,  under  a  gift  to  A,  and  his  children,  if  he  have 
children  at  the  time,  they  must  take  concurrently,  is  not  an 
absolute  and  unyielding  rule  of  law,  but  is  liable  to  give  way 
in  order  to  carry  out  the  general  intention  of  a  testator,  as 
inferred  from  the  whole  of  his  will;  and  that,  although 
"  children  "  may  be  a  word  of  purchase,  yet  it  may  also  be 
a  word  of  limitation;  and  if,  as  here,  the  intention  is  incon- 
sistent with  any  other  interpretation,  it  must  be  held  a  word 
of  limitation. 

They  contended  also,  that,  under  the  gift  of  the  livings  of 
Quendon  and  Chichney,  having  regard  to  the  words  which 
followed,  "  should  he  like  the  profession  and  be  qualified 

(a)  1  East,  269.  (b)  16  East,  399.  (c)  6  Rep.  16  b. 
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for  them/'  Henry  Wtth  Byng  could  not  take  more  than  the         1856. 
Dext  presentation,  even  assuming  him  to  comply  with  those 
conditions;  and  that  the  advowson  passed  as  part  of  the 
lapsed  residuary  real  estate  to  the  heir-at-law. 


ArgumemU. 


Mr.  Rolty  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  0.  L.  Russell,  for  the  children  of 
Mary  Anne  Byng,  other  than  Alfred  MoVynevjx  Byng  her 
eldest  son : — 

The  devise  of  the  Qu^ndan-HaU  estates  was  a  devise  to 
Ma/ry  An/ne  Byng  for  life,  with  remainder  to  her  children 
as  joint  tenants  in  fee. — **  Children  "  is  prima  facie  a  word 
of  purchase;  and  here,  so  far  from  containing  anything  to 
rebut  that  presumption,  the  will  contains  provisions  amoxmt- 
ing  to  evidence  in  its  favour.  The  words  "  I  give  in  trust" 
indicate  that  the  testatrix  contemplated  successive  interests, 
and  the  direction  as  to  heirlooms  is  not  inconsistent  with 
successive  interests,  such  as  we  contend  for.  The  condition 
as  to  the  name  and  arms  of  Cra/n/nur  is  to  be  complied  with 
by  all  the  children ;  the  Court,  therefore,  would  expect  a  gift 
commensurate  with  the  condition,  and  that  all  are  to  derive 
a  benefit  under  it 

In  Wilde's  case,  there  was  no  child  in  esse  at  the  date 
of  the  will ;  and  the  only  way  in  which  the  Court  could 
avoid  disinheriting  the  children,  was  by  construing  the  word 
"  children  '^  as  a  term  of  limitation,  and  giving  an  estate  tail 
to  the  parent.  Here,  children  were  in  esse  at  the  time, 
and  the  testatrix  took  notice  of  the  fact,  providing  for  some 
of  them  nominatim. 

[They  cited  on  this  point  Mason  v.  Clarke  (a),  a  dictum 
of  Lord  St,  Leonards*  in  Heron  v.  Stokes  (6),  not  overruled 
by  the  partial  reversal  of  that  decision  in  D.  P.  (c),  Crawford 

(a)  17  Jur.  479.         (6)  2  Dr.  &  W.  107.         (c)  9  Jur.  563. 
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V.  Trott^  (a),  Vaughom  v.  The  Marquis  of  Headford{b), 
Buffa/r  V.  Bradford  (c).] 

Then,  as  to  the  livings,  the  word  *•  living  "  is  used,  not 
only  in  common  parlance  but  in  Acts  of  Parliament^  as  equi- 
valent to  "  advowson/*  and  the  words  which  follow  the  de- 
vise of  the  livings  may  be  satisfied  by  construing  them  as 
simply  expressive  of  the  motive  of  the  gifts:  the  case  being 
analogous  to  that  of  gifts  of  money  professedly  for  the  pur- 
pose of  apprenticing  a  person  to  a  particular  trade,  where,  if 
he  dislikes  the  trade,  he  may  claim  the  money  for  advance- 
ment generally.  Consequently,  Henry  Webb  Byng  is  enti- 
tled to  the  advowsons. 


A  reply  was  not  heard. 


Judgment.      ViCB-ChANCELLOR  SiR  W.  PAGE  WoOD: — 

However  bold  the  decision  may  appear,  I  must  hold  this 
devise  of  the  Quendon-HaU  estates  to  have  created  an  es- 
tate tail. 

The  rule,  as  stated  by  Lord  Ha/rckuicke  in  Buffar  v.  Bradr 
ford{c)y  is  this:  that  the  word  "  children,"  in  its  natural 
import,  is  a  word  of  purchase  and  not  of  limitation;  but  that^ 
where  a  contrary  interpretation  is  necessary,  in  order  to  com- 
ply with  the  intention  of  the  testator,  there  the  w6rd  **  chil- 
dren "  will  be  held  to  be  a  word  of  limitation  and  not  of 
purchase.  The  Court  must  look  to  the  whole  intention ;  and 
the  question,  therefore,  in  the  present  case  is,  whether,  hav- 
ing regard  to  the  whole  intention  of  the  testatrix,  I  can  cany 
that  intention  into  effect,  without  holding  this  to  be  an 
estate  tail 


(a)  4  Madd.  361.  (6)  10  Sim.  639. 


(c)  2Atk.M0. 
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The  testatrix's  intention  is  expressed  in  these  words,  "  I 
give  in  trust  to  my  executors  for  my  niece  Mary  Arme 
Byng,  and  her  children,  ail  my  QuendorirHaU  estates  in 
Essex,  provided  she  takes  the  name  of  Cranmer  and  arms, 
and  her  children,  with  my  mansion-house,  furniture,  plate, 
books,  linen,  &c..  Archbishop  Cranmer's  portrait  by  Holbein, 
the  Indian  cabinet  in  drawing-room,  and  striking  watch, 
and  my  diamond  earrings  and  pins,  as  heirlooms  with  my 
estate." 


Judgmmt. 


According  to  the  decisions  since  WUde's  case,  the  general 
rule  is,  that,  where  there  is  a  devise  to  one  and  her  children,  if 
she  have  childrenat  the  time,  the  word  ''children'"  is  construed 
as  a  word  of  purchase  and  not  of  limitation,  and  the  children 
take  as  purchasers  concurrently  and  as  joint  tenants  with 
their  parent  But  that  construction  could  not  have  been 
intended  by  the  testatrix  in  the  present  case.  To  hold  that, 
in  this  case,  the  mother  and  her  children  were  intended  to 
take  concurrently  and  as  joint  tenants,  would  involve  this 
manifest  absurdity,  viz.  that  they  must  all  live  together  in 
the  same  house,  and  jointly  enjoy  the  various  articles 
which  the  testatrix  has  given  as  heirlooms  with  her  estate. 
This,  therefore,  very  properly  was  not  contended. 

The  contention  was,  that  the  devise  was  to  the  mother  for 
life,  with  remainder  to  her  children  as  joint  tenants  in  fee. 
The  only  authority  for  such  a  construction  is  the  case  of 
Jeffery  v.  Honywood(a),  and  even  that  has  been  overruled 
by  Broadhurst  v.  Morris  (b).  Independently,  however,  of 
that  consideration,  what  I  chiefly  rely  upon  is  this,  that  the 
Quendon-HaU  estate — ^the  subject  of  this  devise— is  the 
estate  by  means  of  which  the  testatrix  intends  by  her  will  to 
perpetuate  the  name  of  Crav/mer;  and  if  I  were  to  hold  that 
devise  to  have  been  a  devise  to  Mary  Anne  Byng  for  life, 


(a)  4  Madd.  398. 


(6)  2  B.  &  Ad.  1. 
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1856.  with  remainder  to  her  children  as  joint  tenants  in  fiee,  the 
estate  would  be  divisible  into  eight  separate  estates,  and,  as 
the  parties  who  take  the  property  are  also  to  take  the  name 
and  arms,  the  result  would  be  to  found  as  many  small  &jmr 

'*^*'"**'*^'  lies  all  bearing  the  name  and  arms  otCra/n/mer,  whereas  the 
testatrix  speaks  of  her  estate  as  one  and  indivisible,  and  to 
be  enjoyed  in  its  entirety. 

In  rejecting  such  a  construction  in  £Eivour  of  one  whidi 
will  treat  the  word  **  children  "*  as  a  word  of  limitation  and 
not  of  purchase,  I  do  not  depart  fix)m  the  spirit  of  the  rule  in 
Wilde's  case — ^the  real  rule  in  that  case  being,  that  it  is  law- 
ful, as  Lord  Harckvicke  puts  it^  to  construe  the  word  "  chil- 
dren" as  a  word  of  limitation  where  the  will  necessitates  such 
a  construction.  This  is  a  case  of  that  description,  and,  as 
the  only  means  of  keeping  the  property,  which  the  testatrix 
has  described  as  her  Quendon-HaU  estates,  in  one  mass,— - 
which  is  clearly  the  general  intention  of  the  will, — I  am 
compelled  to  hold,  that,  in  this  will,  the  word  "  children ''  s 
a  word  of  limitation,  and  that  the  devise  created  an  estate 
t»iL 

Then,  as  to  the  livings,  the  devise  is  in  these  terms:  ''I 
give  to  my  great  nephew  Henry  Webb  Byng  the  livings  of 
Quendon  and  Chickney,  should  he  like  the  profession  and 
be  qualified  for  them,  or  to  WiUicmi  Crcmmer  Byng" 

Now,  the  word  "  living ''  is  ambiguou&  It  is  sufficient  to 
pass  the  advowson.  On  the  other  hand,  it  may  be  restrict- 
ed to  a  single  presentation:  the  law  does  not  determine 
which  is  its  meaning,  and  the  point  must  be  ascertained 
firom  the  context  Referring  in  this  will  to  the  context,  it 
is  clear  that,  by  the  word  "  livings,'^  the  testatrix  intended 
to  pass  not  the  advowson,  but  only  a  single  presentatioa 
The  words  ''  should  he  like  the  profession  and  be  qualified 
for  them,''  shew  an  intention  to  confer  on  the  devisee  a  per- 


Judgment, 
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Bonal  benefit ;  and  that  could  only  be  efifected  by  the  devisee         1856. 
being  himself  presented  to  the  livings.     I  must,  therefore, 
hold  that  the  devise  of  the  livings  is  confined  to  a  single 
presentation,  and  does  not  extend  to  the  advowson. 

There  must  be  a  declaration  that  the  Quendon-HaU  es- 
tates were  devised  to  Mary  Anne  Byng  as  tenant  in  tail, 
and  that  the  Defendant  Alfred  Molyneux  Byng  is  now  en- 
titled thereto  as  tenant  in  tail.  There  must  also  be  a  dedai^ 
ation,  that)  upon  the  true  construction  of  the  will,  the  De- 
fendant Henry  Webb  Byng  is  entitled  to  be  presented  to 
the  livings,  provided  he  shall  comply  with  the  conditions 
mentioned  in  the  will 


The  opinion  of  the  Court  was  asked  upon  the  question, 
whether  the  name  and  arms  clause  amounted  to  a  condition 
precedent:  his  Honor  thought  it  did  not,  there  being  no  gift 
over;  but  said  it  was  not  necessary  to  decide  the  point,  as 
the  Defendant  Alfred  Molyneux  Byng  would  take  as  heir- 
at-law  of  the  testatrix,  if  not  by  the  devise. 
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Jidyiad:  ECCLES  v,  CHEYNE 

WilU—7  WUl  1>Y  indentures  of  lease  and  release,  dated  July,  1831,  real 

26,  «f.  27, 83.    QsiAte,  of  which  John  Bibby  was  then  seised  in  fee,  together 

^c^uH^^hu^  with  certain  personal  estate  of  John  Bibby,  was  settled  upon 

WiUtoa Child  trust  to  sell  and  invest  the  moneys  to  arise  from  such 

~~   L         sale;  and  it  was  declared,  that,  as  to  one  equal  undivided 

meo^wct.     ^^^^^  part  of  the  said  moneys,  and  the  securities  thereon, 

88  of  the  Wills  the  same  should  from  time  to  time  be  invested  upon  trust  to 

Act,  7  Will.  4  .  '^ 

ft  1  Yiot  0. 26,  pay  and  apply  the  income  and  proceeds  into  the  hands  of 

to  a  ohS^of     -M^otry  Bibby,  the  wife  of  John  Bibhy,  or  to  such  person  or 

the  testator,  persons  as  she  should  from  time  to  time,  after  the  same 

who  dies  in  ^ 

the  testatoi's  should  have  become  actually  due,  but  not  by  way  of  antici- 

lifetime  leav-  •        i  i 

ing  issue  liv-  pation,  appomt  to  receive  the  same  by  any  note  or  writing 

tafor's*dea^    under  her  hand  during  her  life ;  but  such  moneys  should  not 

shall  not  lapse,  be  paid  or  payable  to  her  until  after  the  decease  of  John 

applies  to  a 

testamentaiy     Bibby,  and,  until  that  event  should  happen,  the  moneys  to 

Sd^in  «wr-    ^  received  as  the  income  from  the  said  one-fourth  share 

dee  of  a  gene-   g]^oui(j  be  retained  by  the  trustees,  and  should  remain  in 
ral  power.  *'  ^  ^ 

Distinction,   their  possession  to  be  disposed  of  as  Mary  Bibby  should  ap- 

^iTsuWect  *^  point  by  deed  or  will;  and  from  and  after  the  decease  of 
between  a  ge-    Mary  Bibby,  then  the  portion  thereby  given  for  her  benefit 

nersl  and  a 

limited  power,  should  be  assigned  and  disposed  of  to  and  for  such  uses, 

Testatrix,      trusts,  intents,  and  purposes  as  Ma/ry  Bibby  should,  by  her 
hy  her  will  in 
1840,  in  exer^    last  will  and  testament,  give,  direct^  limit,  and  appoint;  and 

nTpowe^!^    for  want  of  such  direction,  limitation,  or  appointment^  or 

oel^w^rMi     ^^^^  t^®  same  should  be  ineffectual,  then  such  portion 

estate  to  a        should  be  assigned  or  disposed  of  as  the  next  of  kin  of  John 

died  in  her       Bibby  should  order  and  direct 
lifetime,  leav- 
ing  issue  liv- 
ing at  the  tes-        Mary  Bibby,  by  her  will,  dated  1840,  after  directing  the 
tatnx  s  death :  t»  %        t*  i         -» 

"-Held,  that     pa}rment  by  her  executors  of  her  nmeral  and  testamentary 

the  personal 

representative 

of  the  daughter  was  entitled. 
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expenses,  and  the  charges  of  the  probate  of  her  will,  pro- 
ceeded as  follows: — "  As  to,  for,  and  concerning  all  the  rest, 
residue,  and  remainder  of  my  estate  and  efifects,  both  real 
aud  personal,  of  which  I  may  die  possessed,  or  of  which  I 
have  the  power  to  devise,  bequeath,  or  appoint  by  will,  I 
hereby  give,  devise  and  bequeath,  limit,  and  appoint  the 
same,  and  every  part  thereof,  unto  and  equally  between  my 
daughters  Mary  Eccles  and  Elizabeth  Kidd,  their  heirs, 
executors,  and  administrators,  absolutely  and  for  ever." 

Mary  Eccles  died  intestate  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testatrix, 
leaving  issue,  who  survived  the  testatrix.  Letters  of  adminis- 
tration to  the  personal  estate  and  efifects  of  Mary  Eccles 
were  granted  to  the  Plaintiff. 

Mary  Biiby  died  in  1846,  and  John  Bihby  in  1849. 

The  hearing  of  the  cause  is  reported  in  Mr.  Hare's  Re- 
ports (a). 

The  cause  now  came  on  to  be  heard  on  further  directions. 
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Statement. 


Mr.  jRoft,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  J.  T.  Humphry,  for  the  Plain- 
tiff:— 

The  Plaintiff,  as  the  administrator  of  Mary  Eccles^  is  en- 
titled to  one  equal  moiety  of  the  one-fourth  part  of  the  pro- 
duce of  the  trust  estates,  by  the  settlement  limited  as  Mary 
Bibby  should  appoint 

The  33rd  section  of  the  Act,  7  WiR  4  iSc  1  Vict  c.  26, 
provides,  that,  where  any  person  being  a  child  of  the  testa- 
tor, to  whom  any  real  or  personal  estate  shall  be  devised  or 
bequeathed  for  any  estate  or  interest  not  determinable  at 
or  before  the  death  of  such  person,  shall  die  in  the  lifetime 
of  the  testator  leaving  iBsiie,  and  any  such  issue  of  such 

(a)  Vol.  9,  p.  215. 


Argument, 
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person  shall  be  living  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  testa- 
tor, such  devise  or  bequest  shall  not  lapse,  but  shall  take 
efifect  as  if  the  death  of  such  person  had  happened  inunedi- 
ately  after  the  death  of  the  testator.  And  by  the  27th  sec- 
tion of  the  Act,  a  general  devise  or  bequest  is  to  be  constru- 
ed to  include  any  real  or  personal  estate  which  the  testator 
may  have  power  to  appoint  in  any  manner  he  may  think 
proper. 


Here,  Ma/ry  Eccles  was  a  child  of  the  testatrix — she  left 
issue  living  at  the  death  of  the  testatrix — ^her  interest  un- 
der the  appointment  (or,  in  other  words,  under  the  bequest^ 
since  the  27th  section  includes  in  the  term  "  bequest"  an 
appointment  under  a  general  power,)  was  not  determinable 
at  or  before  her  death.  That  bequest,  therefore,  by  virtue 
of  the  33rd  section,  did  not  lapse,  but  took  e£fect  as  if  her 
death  had  happened  immediately  after  the  death  of  the  tes- 
tatrix; and  according  to  Johnson  v.  Johnson  (a),  the  Plain- 
tiff, as  her  administrator,  was  entitled  to  her  share. 

In  Oriffvths  v.  Oale  (b),  which  will  be  cited  contrji,  the 
power  was  in  favour  of  particular  objects,  not,  as  here,  a  ge- 
neral power  to  appoint  in  any  manner  the  testatrix  might 
think  proper. 

Mr.  Daniel,  Q-  C.,  and  Mr.  Bagshawe,  jun.,  Mr.  WiU^ock, 
Q.  C,  Mr.  CoUms,  and  Mr.  Hardy y  for  parties  claiming  un- 
der the  limitation  over  in  default  of  appointment: — 

The  share  appointed  to  Mary  Eccles  lapsed  by  reason  of 
her  death  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testatrix,  and  passed  to  the 
Defendants  under  the  clause  in  default  of  appointment  con- 
tained in  the  settlement  of  1831.  It  has  been  expressly  de- 
cided, that  the  33rd  section  of  the  Act  does  not  apply  to  a 
testamentary  appointment,  the  word  "  lapse  "  equally  with 

(a)  3  Haie,  157.        (6)  12  Sim.  327;  S.  C,  on  a  rehearing,  Id.  354. 
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the  words  "  bequeathed  "  and  "bequest"  being  inapplicable 
to  an  appointment:  Qriffiiha  v.  Oale  (a).  And  it  stands  to 
reason  that  you  cannot,  under  a  power,  appoint  to  a  dead 
person. 

Mr.  Doriu  for  the  trustees. 

Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  in  reply. 

[Holmes  v.  CoghiU{b),  and  Vaughany.Vander8tegen(c), 
were  also  cited.] 

Other  questions,  principally  of  construction,  were  also  dis- 
cussed, but  are  not  material  to  be  reported. 

Judgment  reserved. 
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Argument, 


Vicb-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood: — 

The  question  in  this  case  is,  whether,  a  married  woman 
having  a  general  power  to  appoint  by  will,  and  having  by 
her  will  exercised  that  power  in  favour  of  two  of  her  chil- 
dren, one  of  such  children  having  died  in  her  lifetime  leav- 
ing issue  who  survived  the  testatrix,  the  33rd  section  of  the 
Wills  Act  (d)  applies,  so  as  to  prevent  a  lapse. 

The  question  is  one  of  considerable  importance.  It  is  also 
entirely  new,  for  the  case  of  Oriffiiha  v.  Oale  (a)  was  decided 
on  a  distinct  point.  In  Orijjvtha  v.  Oale  the  power  was  not  a 
general,  but  a  limited  power, — a  power  to  appoint  to  children, 
and  to  children  only;  and  it  could  never  have  been  the  in- 
tention of  the  Act  to  extend  a  power,  which  in  its  creation 
was  restricted  to  children,  so  as  to  include  any  persons  but 


JulyQth, 
Judgment, 


(a)  12  Sim.  327 ;  S.  C,  Id.  354 
lb)  7  Ves.  499;  S,  a,  12  Ves. 
806. 


(c)  2  Drew.  165, 

(oO  7  WiU.  4  &  1  Vict.  c.  26. 
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1856. 


Judgment, 


children.  The  power  was  not  within  the  27th  section,  which 
applies  only  to  general  powers — ^powers  "  to  appoint  in  any 
manner  the  appointor  may  think  proper" — ^words  which 
clearly  cannot  extend  to  a  powei-  to  appoint  to  children,  and 
to  children  only.  And,  as  the  power  was  not  within  the 
27th  section, — as  under  that  section  the  property,  the  sub- 
ject of  the  appointment,  would  not  have  passed  by  a  gene- 
ral bequest,  the  appointment  could  not  be  saved  from  lapse 
by  the  33rd  section,  which  applies  only  to  property  which 
passed  by  bequest. 


But  the  question  in  this  case  is  of  a  very  different  kind. 
Here,  the  power  is  a  general  and  not  a  limited  power.  It 
is  in  efifect  a  power  to  appoint  in  any  manner  the  testatrix 
might  think  proper.  It  is  a  power,  therefore,  which  comes 
within  the  27th  section  of  the  Act;  and  that  being  so,  I  have 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  33rd  section  applies;  and 
that  the  efifect  of  the  33rd  section  and  of  the  27th  section, 
taken  together,  is  to  prevent  a  lapse,  and  entitles  the  Plain- 
tifiP,  as  the  administrator  of  the  deceased  daughter  of  the 
testatrix,  to  the  share  which  that  daughter  would  have 
taken  if  her  death  had  happened  immediately  after  that  of 
the  testatrix. 


It  is  impossible  to  examine  the  27th  section  of  the  Act 
without  seeing  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  Legislature, 
by  that  section,  to  sweep  into  a  general  bequest  all  pro- 
perty over  which  the  testator  had  a  general  power  of 
appointment  And  that  conclusion  accords  with  the  view 
which  the  Court  has  long  since  adopted  in  &vour  of 
creditors,  in  cases  in  which  the  debtor,  having  a  general 
power  of  appointment  over  property,  but  no  transmissible 
interest  in  default  of  appointment,  thinks  fit  to  exercise 
his  power  of  appointment  for  the  benefit  of  a  third  party; 
where  the  Court  has  laid  hold  of  the  property  in  the  hands 
of  the  third  party,  and  treated  it  as  assets  for  the  payment 
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of  the  creditors  (a) — ^a  rule  which  is  sometimes  stated  as  if 
founded  upon  the  appointee  in  such  a  case  becoming  a 
trustee  for  the  creditor;  but  it  is  rather  to  be  referred  to  this, 
that,  the  donee  of  the  power  having  by  his  appointment 
displaced  the  title  of  those  taking  estates  subject  to  the 
power,  and  so  rendered  the  property  his  own  absolutely, 
the  Court  will  treat  it  in  like  manner,  will  follow  this  out 
to  aU  its  legitimate  consequences,  and  will  treat  his  rights 
acquired  under  a  general  power  as  equivalent  to  absolute 
ownership. 

A  similar  construction  was  adopted  in  a  case  which  oc- 
curred under  the  Annuity  Act  —  the  case  of  Halsey  v. 
Hales  {b).  The  Annuity  Act  had  provided,  that  nothing 
in  the  Act  contained  should  extend  to  any  annuity  or 
rentK^harge  secured  upon  lands  of  equal  or  greater  annual 
value,  whereof  the  grantor  was  seised  in  fee  simple  or  fee 
tail  in  possession  at  the  time  of  the  grant;  and  the  facts  in 
Halsey  v.  HdUs  were  these :  Sir  K  Hales  and  his  only  son 
had  sufifered  a  recovery,  and  declared  the  uses  to  such  per- 
son and  for  such  estate  as  they  should  jointly  appoint;  and 
they  jointly  granted  an  annuity,  and  appointed  the  lands  to 
one  Harcourt  for  a  term  of  years,  in  trust  for  the  annui- 
tant It  was  argued,  that,  neither  Sir  E,  Hales  nor  his  son 
having  either  a  fee  simple  or  fee  tail  in  passession  at  the 
time  of  the  grant,  but  only  a  power,  the  case  did  not  fall 
within  the  exception  in  the  Act;  and  Shrapnell  v.  Vernon, 
before  Lord  ITiurlow,  was  cited.  But  Lord  Kenyon,  C.  J., 
said,  "  We  are  called  upon  in  this  case  to  decide  according 
to  the  strict  letter  of  the  Act  of  Parliament:  but  that  is  not 
the  true  line  of  construction,  for  Lord  Coke  says,  qui  hwret 
in  Uterd  hceret  in  cortice.  We  must,  therefore,  consider 
what  is  the  fair  meaning  of  the  Act.  I  think  the  object  of 
the  Legislatiure  was  to  prevent  persons  who  had  no  market- 

(a)  See  Holmes  v.  CoghiU,  7  Ves.      on  WUls,  p.  526. 
499;  S.C^  12  Ves.  206 ;  2  Jarm.  {b)  7  T.  R  194. 

VOL.  IL  Y  Y  J,  K, 


1866. 


Jttdgtnent, 


682 


1856. 


Judgment. 


OASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

able  estates  making  improvident  bargains  in  granting  an- 
nuities; but  they  thought  that  a  person  who  could  bring  a 
real  security  to  market  was  not  subject  to  such  impositions; 
and  therefore  they  provided,  by  the  last  clause,  that  the  Act 
should  not  extend  to  any  annuity  secured  by  lands  of  equal 
or  greater  annual  value  whereof  the  grantor  was  seised  in 
fee  simple  or  fee  tail  Now,  what  estate  had  the  granton 
of  this  annuity?  They  had  the  power  over  the  fee  simple^ 
and  it  seems  as  if  Lord  Thurlow  thought,  in  the  case  cited, 
that  such  a  case  came  within  the  exception  of  the  Act  The 
grantors  had  the  control  over  the  estate.^' 

The  Court  therefore,  in  that  case,  considered  itself  enti- 
tled, looking  to  the  whole  scope  of  the  Annuity  Act^  to  treat 
a  grant  of  an  annuity  by  persons  having  a  joint  power  of 
appointment  of  the  fee,  precisely  as  if  such  persons  had  been 
absolute  owners  in  fee. 


Now,  looking  to  the  whole  scope  of  the  Wills  Act^  it  ap- 
pears to  me  to  be  clear  that  the  Legislature  intended  to  put 
an  appointment  by  will,  in  exercise  of  a  general  power,  up<A 
precisely  the  same  footing  ajs  a  devise  or  bequest  by  a  par^ 
having  an  absolute  interest  The  27th  section  enables  par- 
ties having  an  absolute  power  of  appointment  over  proper^ 
to  deal  with  that  property  by  will  as  their  own  absolutely, 
and  to  dispose  of  it  by  will  without  reference  to  their  power. 
If  the  words  they  have  used  to  describe  the  px>p6riy  are 
sufficient  to  include  it,  the  devise  or  bequest  is  to  be  con- 
strued so  as  to  include  such  property.  That  being  the  effect 
of  the  27th  section, — the  27th  section  having  made  the 
words  "  bequeathed  "  and  "  bequest "  applicable  to  property 
over  which  the  testator  has  a  general  power  of  appointment 
— when  I  come  to  the  33rd  section,  I  find  it  enacted,  that> 
upon  the  death,  under  the  circumstances  there  described,  of 
a  child  to  whom  personal  property  has  been  *'  bequeathed" 
by  a  parent,  the  "  bequest "  shall  not  lapse,  but  shall  take 
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effect  as  if  the  death  of  such  child  had  happened  immediate- 
ly after  the  death  of  the  testator. 

In  OriffUhs  v.  Oale  (a),  the  late  Vice-Chancellor  of  Eng- 
land seems  to  me  to  have  made  some  observations  which  are 
inapplicable  if  they  go  beyond  the  case  before  him.  He 
says,  in  reference  to  the  words  "  devised  "  and  "  bequeath- 
ed "  in  the  33rd  section,  that  "property  passing  by  the  exe- 
cution of  a  power  is  neither  devised  nor  bequeathed  "  (6) ; 
that  those  words  and  the  word  "  lapse  "  in  the  same  section 
"  are  totally  inapplicable  to  an  appointment  by  deed  or 
ynlV'(c);  that,  "  where  property  is  disposed  of  by  virtue  of 
a  power  there  is  no  lapse;"  and  that  "  the  term  'lapse' 
shews  that  the  Legislature  was  speaking  of  a  thing  that 
might  lapse:  it  shews  that  the  Legislature  was  speaking  of 
devises  and  bequests  properly  so  called,  that  is,  of  disposi- 
tiAs  of  property  of  which  the  testator  was  owner"  (d). 

But  it  appears  to  me,  that,  in  a  case  like  the  present,  nei- 
ther the  word  "lapse  "  nor  the  word  "  bequest"  is  inappli- 
cable. In  a  case  like  this  there  might  well  be  a  lapse.  The 
Legislature  having,  by  the  27th  section,  extended  the  mean- 
ing of  the  word  "bequest"  so  as  to  include  property  ap- 
pointed by  the  testator  under  a  general  power,  the  word 
**  lapse  "  in  the  33rd  section  should  receive  a  corresponding 
extension  of  meaning,  and  be  applicable  to  a  legacy  given  by 
an  appointment  in  exercise  of  the  power.  The  only  caution 
to  be  observed  in  applying  the  statute  to  the  exercise  of  the 
power  is,  not  to  extend  its  operation  so  as  to  include  objects 
not  within  the  scope  of  a  limited  power.  Here,  the  power 
is  general 

The  argument  with  which  I  was  mainly  pressed  on  the 
part  of  the  Defendants  was  this :  that  you  cannot,  imder  a 
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(a)  12  Sim.  327;  S.  C,  354. 


(6)  Id.  328. 
Y  y2 


(c)  Id.  359.    (t;)Id. 
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power,  appoint  to  a  deceased  party. — I  admit  you  cannot, 
under  ordinary  circumstances;  but,  in  a  case  like  this,  the 
27th  section  of  the  Act  having  provided  that  a  general  be- 
quest shall  include  property  which  the  testator  has  a  general 
power  to  appoint ;  and  the  33rd  section,  that  a  bequest  to  a 
child  dying  under  the  circumstances  which  have  occurred  in 
this  case,  shall  not  lapse,  but  shall  take  effect  as  if  such 
child  had  survived  the  testator;  I  apprehend  that  the  33id 
section  must  operate  upon  such  a  bequest,  that  the  ap- 
pointment must  take  effect,  and  that  the  interest  of  the  par- 
ties claiming  in  defiftult  of  appointment  is  displaced  by  sodi 
an  exercise  of  the  power. 

I  must  therefore  declare,  that  the  one-fourth  of  the  pro- 
duce of  the  trust  estates  by  the  settlement  of  July,  1831,  U- 
mited  as  Mary  Bihby  should  appoint,  belongs  to  the  Plain- 
tiff as  administrator  of  Mary  Ecdes,  deceased,  and  to  iPi- 
zabeth  Kidd,  in  equal  moieties. 


June  9th  di 
lOth. 


MACOUBREY  v.  JONES. 


JjY  the  marriage  settlement  ol  Benjamin  EvaTia  and  Boa- 
ter his  wife,  then  Easter  Oriffi^th,  dated  June,  1813,  real 
estate  was  limited  to  the  use  of  Benjandn,  for  life,  with  r&- 


Settlement9-^ 

Portiant — 

"  Younger** 

Children — 

Accruer — 

Younger  Son 

becoming  Eldest — Ditentailing  Iked. 

A  second  son,  becoming  the  eldest  son  in  the  lifetime  of  his  &ther,  who  waa  tenant  for  lift^ 
with  remainder,  subject  to  trusts  for  younger  children's  portions,  in  strict  settlement,  mi 
prevented  from  taking  an  interest  in  ike  bulk  of  the  estate  by  reason  of  a  disentailing  deed 
executed  by  his  father  and  elder  brother:— ^eM,  that  he  waa  entitled  to  a  share  of  the  per 
tions  provided  for  younger  children,  notwithstanding  a  proviso  for  accruer  in  the  event  of 
a  younger  son  becoming  an  eldest  son;  the  Court  being  of  opinion,  that,  in  being  excluded 
by  the  disentailing  deed,  he  was  in  effect  excluded  by  the  settlement,  of  which  the  disentul- 
ing  deed  was  necessarily  an  incident,  and  the  intention  vras  clear  to  exdude  none  firam  tke 
portions  who  were  excluded  by  the  settlement  from  taking  the  bulk  of  the  estate. 

Peacocke  v.  Paree  (2  Keen,  689),  observed  upon.    It  is  in  conflict  with  Spencer  v.  Speiietr 
(8  Sim.  87),  and  not  to  be  followed  as  an  authority. 
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mainder  to  the  use  of  Easter  for  life;  with  remainder  to 
trustees  diuing  the  lives  of  Benja/min  and  Easter  and  the 
survivor  of  them,  upon  trust  to  preserve  contingent  remain- 
ders; with  remainders  to  the  use  of  trustees  for  a  term  of 
1000  years  upon  the  trusts  thereinafter  declared;  and  sub- 
ject thereto,  to  the  use  of  the  first  son  of  Benjamin  and 
Easter  to  be  b^otten,  and  to  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  such 
first  son;  and  in  default  of  such  issue,  to  the  use  of  the  se- 
cond and  other  sons  oi  Benjamin  smd  Easter  severally,  suc- 
cessively, and  in  remainder,  and  the  heirs  of  their  bodies; 
with  remainder  to  the  daughters  of  Benja/mim,  and  Easter 
as  tenants  in  common  in  tail,  with  cross  remainders  in  tail, 
with  remainder  to  the  use  of  Benjamin  in  fee.  And  as 
to  the  term  of  1000  years,  it  was  declared,  that  the  same 
was  limited,  upon  trusty  that,  in  case  Easter  should  have 
issue  by  Benjammi  any  other  child  or  children  besides  an 
eldest  or  only  child,  whether  the  same  should  be  son  or 
daughter,  then  the  trustees  at  any  time  after  the  decease  of 
Benjo/min  and  Easter,  or  in  their  lifetime,  or  in  the  lifetime 
of  the  survivor,  with  their,  his,  or  her  consent  first  had  in 
writing,  notwithstanding  the  coverture  oi  Easter,  should,  by 
sale  or  sales,  mortgage  or  mortgages,  of  the  term,  or  of  the 
premises  therein  comprised,  raise  and  levy  the  simi  of  10002. 
for  the  portion  or  portions  of  such  daughter  or  daughters, 
youngest  son  or  sons,  of  Easter  by  Benja/min  to  be  begot- 
ten, to  be  paid  to  such  daughter  or  daughters,  youngest  son 
or  sons^  in  equal  shares  and  portions,  when  they  should  re- 
spectively attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or  day  or 
days  of  marriage,  which  should  first  happen,  in  case  such 
ages  or  marriages  happened  after  the  death  of  Benjamin 
Bxxd  Easter,  otherwise,  the  said  respective  portion  or  por- 
tions to  be  raLsed  and  paid  within  twelve  calendar  months 
next  afl«r  the  decease  of  BenjamAn  and  Easter.  And  it 
was  thereby  provided,  that  if  any  such  daughter  or  daugh- 
terSi  younger  son  or  sons,  should  happen  to  die  vdthout 
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issue  before  his,  her,  or  their  portion  or  portions  should  be- 
come payable  as  aforesaid,  or  if  such  younger  son  or  sons 
should  become  an  eldest  son,  then  the  portions  of  him,  her, 
or  them  so  dying  without  issue,  or  becoming  an  eldest  son, 
respectively,  should  go,  accrue,  and  be  paid  to  the  survivors 
of  them  respectively,  share  and  share  alike,  when  the  said 
original  portion  or  portions  should  become  payable  as  afore- 
said 


There  was  issue  of  the  marriage,  Benjcmwn  OriffiJtk 
Evans  the  first  son,  Oeorge  David  Evans  the  second  son, 
who  was  bom  in  1815,  and  four  other  children.  Easier 
died  in  1828. 

In  September,  1843,  Benja/min  OriffUh  Evams  joinei  his 
£Ekther  in  disentailing  the  settled  estates;  and  by  the  disen- 
tailing deed  such  estates  were  released  and  ocmveyed  by 
BmQomJm  Evams  and  Benja/mvn  QriffUh  Evans  to  the  De- 
fendant Jones,  for  a  term  of  500  years,  subject  to  a  proviso 
for  redemption  upon  payment  by  Benja/min  Evans  and 
Benja/rwin  Qriffiik  Eva/as,  or  either  of  them,  of  12002.  adr 
vanced  by  Jones  in  payment  of  a  debt  previously  charged 
on  the  life  estate  of  Benja/min  Evans;  with  remainder  to  the 
use  of  Benjamin  Evans  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the  use 
of  Benjamm  OriffUh  Evams  in  fee. 

By  the  settlement  on  the  marriage  ci  Benja/mvn  OriffiJth 
Evans  with  the  PlaintiflF,  dated  December,  1843,  the  estates 
were  settled,  subject  to  the  terms  and  to  the  Ufe  estate  of 
Benjamm  Evans,  to  Benja/min  OriffUh  Eva/ns  for  life,  with 
remainder  to  the  PlaintiflF  for  life,  with  remainder  to  Ben- 
jamin OrijffUh  Evans  in  fee. 


In  May,  1845,  Benja/mi/n  OrijffUh  Evans  died  intestate, 
and  without  issue.     In  May,  1849,  Bevjarnin  Evans  died, 
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having  by  his  will  devised  the  settled  estates  to  his  surviv- 
ing children. 

The  bill  was  for  an  account  of  what  was  due  for  principal 
and  interest  in  respect  of  the  10002.  secured  by  the  term  of 
1000  years,  and  of  what  was  due  to  the  Defendant  Jones  for 
principal  and  interest  on  her  mortgage;  and  it  prayed,  that 
proper  directions  might  be  given  for  raising  and  distributing 
the  1000{.  and  interest>  and  that  the  Plaintiff  might  be  at 
liberty  to  redeem  the  premises. 

The  proceedings  on  the  hearing  are  reported  in  Mr.  Kay* a 
Reports  (a). 

Upon  the  cause  now  coming  on  for  further  consideration,  a 
question  arose,  whether  Oeorge  Da/oid  Evans,  having  thus 
survived  his  elder  brother  and  become  the  eldest  surviving 
son  of  Benja/min  and  Easter  Evans,  was  entitled,  under  the 
settlement  of  June,  1813,  to  share  in  the  1000!.  and  interest 
by  that  settlement  provided  for  the  portions  of  younger 
children. 
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Mr.  Ja/mes,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Southgaie,  for  the  PlaintifiF;  and     Argumem. 

Mr.  Bevir,  for  the  Defendant  Jones,  took  no  part  in  the 
argument. 

Mr.  OhcmcUess,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Dicki/nson,  for  Oeorge  Da- 
vid EvamSy  contended,  that  he  was  entitled  to  one-iBfbh  of 
the  1000?.  and  interest,  as  a  younger  son,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  settlement 

The  period  for  ascertaining  whether  he  was  or  was  not  a 
younger  son,  was  in  1836,  when  he  came  of  age  and  attained 


(a)  P.  29,  nom.  Evans  v.  Jon^,  where  the  deed  of  September,  1843, 
is  more  fully  stated. 
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1656.        a  vested  interest;  and  in  1836  he  was  a  younger  son :  Fry 
Mauoubbby    v.  Lord  Sherborne  (a),  Mooatta  v.  Lindo  (6). 

V, 
JONBS. 

^  —  [The  Vice-Chancellor  referred  to  Chadwick  v.  Dole- 

mem  (c)  as  adverse  to  this  contention.] 

In  Chad/ujick  v.  Ddemam,  the  terms  of  the  setUemeni 
were  diflferent. 

But,  admitting  that  he  was  the  eldest  son  at  the  period 
when,  according  to  the  settlement,  the  time  had  arrived  for 
ascertaining  who  were  younger  children,  stjll,  not  taking 
under  the  settlement  any  interest  in  the  bulk  of  the  settled 
estates,  he  is  to  be  deemed  a  younger  son,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  provisions  for  younger  children.  The  settlement 
shewing  an  intention  to  provide,  either  by  the  bidk  of  the 
estatq  or  by  the  portions,  for  all  children  of  the  marriage^ 
every  child  not  taking  the  bulk  of  the  estate  is  considered 
in  equity  as  a  younger ;  and  eldership,  not  carrying  the  estate 
along  with  it,  is  considered  not  such  an  eldership  as  shall 
exclude  bom  a  share  in  the  portions  for  younger  children: 
Duke  V.  Doidge{d),  Beale  v.  Beale(e),  Teynham,  v.  Webb(f), 
HaU  V.  Hewer  (g),  Pieraon  v.  OwmetQi),  Matthews  v. 
PavX  (i),  Scariabrick  v.  Lord  Skehnersdcde  (i),  Liveeey  v. 
Liveaey  (m),  Lyddon  v.  EUiaon  (n). 

[The  Vice-Chancellor  referred  to  Peacocke  v.  Pares  (J) 
as  deciding  that  a  second  son  becoming  an  eldest  son,  but 
prevented  from  taking  imder  the  settlement  by  a  recoveiy 


(a)  3  Sim.  243. 
(6)  9  Sim.  56. 

(c)  2  Vem.  528. 

(d)  2  Yes.  sen.  203,  n. 

(e)  1  P.  Wmg.  244. 
(/)  2  Ves.  sen.  210. 
(ff)  Amb.  203. 


(A)  2  Bro.  C.  C.  38,  47. 
(t)  3  Swanst  32a 
(ifc)4Y.&C.  112. 
(0  13  Sim.  33 ;  8.  C,  on  appeal, 
2  H.  L.  Cas.  419. 
(m)  19  Beav.  565. 
(n)  2  Keen,  689. 
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suffered  in  the  lifetime  of  his  elder  brother,  is  excluded  firom 
a  share  in  the  portions.] 

There  the  portions  had  not  vested  when  the  second  son  be- 
came the  eldest,  so  that  there  was  no  devesting  a  vested  in- 
terest— ^a  circumstance  which  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  consi- 
dered not  immateriaL  Here,  as  in  Spencer  v.  Spencer  (a), 
the  reverse  was  the  fact  (6).  Besides,  Spencer  v.  SpevA^er 
was  not  cited  in  Peacocke  v.  Pa/res. 


689 


1856. 


Argwntni. 


Mr.  EoU,  Q.  G,  and  Mr.  Pitmcm,  for  three  l)f  the  younger 
children,  and  Mr.  Wood  for  the  personal  representative  of  the 
fourth: — 

The  period  for  ascertaining  who  was  the  eldest  son  was  at 
the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life  i  a  in  May,  1849,  and  at 
that  time  George  David  Evcma  was  the  eldest  son. 

The  circumstance  that  he  took  no  interest  in  the  settled 
estates,  is  immateriaL  The  settlement  gave  him  an  interest ; 
and  he  has  lost  that  interest,  not  from  any  fault  in  the  set- 
tlement^ but  in  consequence  of  the  disentailing  deed, — an  in- 
strument distinct  from  the  settlement,  and  which  could  not 
have  been  in  the  contemplation  of  the  parties  to  the  settle- 
ment at  the  time  when  the  settlement  was  executed,  or 
within  their  intention  to  provide  for :  per  Lord  Lcmgdale  in 
Peacocke  v.  Pares. 


[The  Vice-Chancellob. — Suppose  the  eldest  son  had  left 
issue?] 

Then,  the  second  would  have  been  excluded  by  reason  of 
the  limitation  in  the  settlement, — ^by  an  event  which  would 


(a)  8  Sim.  87. 


(6)  See  2  Jarm.  on  Wills,  p.  168. 
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clearly  have  been  in  ihe  contemplation  of  the  parlieB  to  the 
settlement^  and  within  their  intention  to  provide  for. 

The  argument  on  the  other  side  extends  to  this^  that» 
wherever  you  can  say  that  it  is  a  case  of  hardship,  the  Court 
will  relieve  an  eldest  son  at  the  expense  of  the  other  chil- 
dren. 

[The  Yice-Chancellor — Hardship  has  nothing  to  do 
with  the  question.     It  is  simply  a  question  of  intention.] 

In  all  the  authorities  cited  in  favour  of  the  other  side, 
there  was  clear  intention  that  the  parties  should  not  be  left 
without  some  benefit  Here,  there  is  not — ^Besides,  Oeorge 
David  Evans  is  not  wholly  without  some  benefit  from  the 
estata  Under  his  fietther's  will  he  takes  an  Interest  in  the 
Estate  itself 


JudgmeiU.      ViCB-ChANOKLLOB  SiB  W.  PAGB  WoOD: — 

This  point  is  reduced  to  a  veiy  narrow  compass.  I  am 
under  the  necessity  of  choosing  between  two  decisions^  the 
one  a  decision  of  the  late  Yice-Chancellor  of  England  in 
Spencer  v.  Spencer  (a),  the  other  that  of  Lord  Lam^dale  in 
Peacocke  v.  Pa/res  (]b) ;  both  decisions  being  clearly  in  point, 
and  the  two  being  as  clearly  in  conflict  with  each  other. 

It  is  now  well-established  law,  that  where  the  bulk  of  an 
estate  is  settled  in  strict  settlement  and  by  the  same  settle- 
ment portions  are  provided  for  younger  children,  no  child, 
taking  the  bulk  of  the  estate  by  virtue  of  the  limitations  in 
strict  settlement,  shall  take  any  ben^t  from  the  portion& 
And  that  is  so,  whether  the  settlement  does  or  does  not  con- 


(a)  6  Sim.  87. 


(6)  2  Keen,  669. 
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tain  an  express  provision  to  exclude  him  from  a  share  in 
such  portions. 

But,  where  a  younger  child  becomes  the  eldest  without 
taking  any  part  of  the  estate,  cases  may  arise  involving 
questions  less  easy  to  determine,  in  consequence  of  the  diffi- 
culty of  ascertaining  the  intention  of  the  parties  by  whom 
the  portions  were  provided. 

In  the  present  case,  however,  there  is  no  difficulty  in  aa- 
certaining  the  intention,  and  the  question  is  a  veiy  simple 
ona  The  bulk  of  the  property  being  settled  in  strict  settle- 
ment, a  term  is  limited  to  trustees  upon  trust  to  raise  por- 
tions for  younger  children,  with  a  provision,  that,  if  a  young- 
er son  should  become  an  eldest  son,  his  pcMrtion  is  to  accrue 
to  the  survivors ;  and  the  question  is,  whether  the  second  son, 
becoming  the  eldest  son  in  the  lifetime  of  his  &ther,  but 
without  taking  under  the  settlement  any  interest  in  the  bulk 
of  the  estate,  is  entitled  to  share  in  the  portions. 

In  cases  of  this  kind,  where  the  intenticm  is  dear  that  no 
child  shall  be  left  without  some  provision  from  the  settled 
property,  the  rule  has  been,  that  the  Court  is  at  liberty  to 
difir^aid  such  words  as  **  younger  children  "  and  to  admit 
a  younger  son,  becoming,  literally  speaking,  an  eldest  son, 
to  participate  in  portions  for  younger  children,  provided 
he  does  not  take  the  bulk  of  the  estate  by  virtue  of  the 
limitations  in  the  settlement  The  intention  of  the  parties 
being  clearly  to  provide  portions  for  all  children  except 
such  as  should  so  take  the  estate,  the  Court  will  carry 
that  intention  into  effect  And  in  thus  carrying  out  the 
intention  of  the  parties,  the  Court  has  considered  itself  at 
Uberty  to  go  further;  and  in  DvJce  v.  Doidge(a)y  wh^re 


1856. 


jMdgmmt. 


(a)  2  Yes.  sen.  203. 
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there  was  in  the  settlement  a  power  to  select  the  son,  who 
was  to  take  the  estate,  and  the  third  son  was  selected  for 
that  purpose,  the  eldest  son  was  held  entitled  to  a  portion, 
the  Court  saying,  that  "  every  child  except  the  heir  is 
considered  in  equity  as  a  younger;  and  that  eldership,  not 
carrying  the  estate  along  with  it,  is  considered  not  such 
an  eldership  as  shall  exclude  by  virtue  of  such  clauses/' 
That,  as  £eur  as  words  go,  was  a  strong  decision.  In  other 
respects  it  was  a  sensible  one,  the  question  being;  what  was 
the  intention  of  the  settlement 


In  the  present  case,  so  four  as  regards  the  period  at  which 
it  was  to  be  ascertained  whether  Oeorge  David  Evans  was 
or  was  not  the  eldest  son,  I  do  not  concur  with  what  was 
contended  on  his  behalf,  that  the  period  in  question  was 
when  he  came  of  age  and  attained  a  vested  interest  in  the 
portions.  It  appears  to  me,  that  such  period  was  at  the 
death  of  the  £Etther,  or  rather,  that  it  would  have  been  at  the 
death  of  the  father  in  case  the  disentailing  deed  had  not 
sooner  ascertained  that  Oeorge  David  Eva/na  could  never 
take  the  estate  under  the  settlement.  The  strongest  au- 
thority on  this  point  is  the  case  of  Chadwick  v.  Dole- 
7na/n(a),  where,  asjhere,  the  feLther  being  tenant  for  life  un- 
der a  marriage  settlement^  with  remainder  to  trustees  to 
raise  40002.  for  younger  children's  portions,  but  as  the  feither 
should  appoint,  and  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in 
tail,  the  £Etther  appointed  26002.  to  the  second  son,  who,  se- 
veral years  afterwards,  became  the  eldest  son,  and  entitled, 
subject  to  his  father's  life  interest,  to  the  whole  of  the  estate. 
The  &ther  then  made  a  new  appointment  of  the  26002.  to 
one  of  his  daughters — and  there,  although  the  settlement 
contained  no  such  proviso  for  accruer  as  there  is  in  this  case^ 
the  Court  called  back  the  26002.,  and  decreed  the  new  ap- 


(a)  2  Vem.  528. 
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pointment  to  take  place.  There,  the  second  son  had  attain- 
ed, while  he  was  still  a  younger  son,  a  vested  interest  in  the 
portion ;  yet^  six  years  afterwards,  the  Court  called  it  back 
on  his  becoming  the  eldest  son,  and  as  such  entitled  in  re- 
mainder to  the  estate.  This  points  however,  is  immaterial 
in  the  view  which  I  take  of  the  present  case. 


1856. 


Judgment. 


With  the  exception  of  Peacocke  v.  Pares  (a),  none  of  the 
authorities  wiU  be  found  to  conflict  with  the  rule,  that, 
where  the  intention  is  dear  that  no  child  shall  be  left  with- 
out some  provision,  the  Court  is  at  liberty  to  admit  to  a 
share  in  the  provisions  made  for  younger  children  a  son  who, 
although  he  may  have  become  the  eldest^  does  not  become 
entitled  to  the  estate.  In  Liveaey  v.  Livesey  (6)  there  is 
nothing  to  conflict  with  this  rule.  There,  a  testatrix,  af- 
ter giving  to  the  eldest  son  of  her  daughter  EUza,  and  her 
husband  EdmAind  Livesey,  who  should  be  living  at  the 
time  of  her  (the  testatrix's)  decease,  ten  guineas,  adding, 
that  she  left  him  no  larger  sum  because  he  would  have  a 
handsome  provision  from  the  estates  of  her  iate  husband 
and  of  the  said  Edmund  Livesey  (who  was  still  alive),  gave 
a  moiety  of  the  residue  of  her  property  upon  trust  for  all 
the  children  of  her  daughter  JE^isa,  who  were  then  in  being 
or  should  be  thereafter  bom,  except  her  eldest  son  or  such 
of  her  sons  as  should,  by  the  death  of  an  elder  brother,  be- 
come an  eldest  son,  equally  to  be  divided  amongst  them, 
and  the  suryivors  or  survivor,  when  the  youngest  should  at- 
tain twenty-ona  At  the  death  of  the  testatrix,  the  eldest 
son  was  provided  for  from  the  estates  mentioned  in  the  will, 
but  died  without  issue  before  the  youngest  child  attained 
twenty-one.  The  second,  who  then  became  the  eldest  son, 
did  not  succeed  to  the  provision  which  had  been  made  for 
the  eldest  son :  and  there  it  was  held,  that  the  second  son. 


(a)  2  Keen,  689. 


(6)  2  H.  L.  Cas.  419. 


694 


CASES  IN  CHANCERy. 


1856. 


/m^Snneiif. 


being  the  eldest  son  at  the  time  the  yotmgest  child  attained 
twenty-one,  was  excluded  from  a  share  in  the  moiety  of  the 
residua  But  the  reasons  for  that  decision  are  thus  stated 
by  Lord  Cottenha/ra,  C:  ''  It  it  said,  that  this  results  not  only 
in  hardship  but  in  absurdity,  because  she  has  in  another 
part  of  the  will  stated  the  reason  why  she  excludes  the  eld- 
est son,  that  is,  the  eldest  son  living  at  the  time  of  her  own 
deatL  She  gives  small  l^ades  of  ten  guineas  to  her  daugh- 
ter and  the  eldest  son  of  her  daughter  who  shall  be  living 
at  her  decease,  *  because  they  have  and  will  have  a  handsome 
provision  bom  the  estate  of  her  late  husband  and  the  estate 
of  Ed/m/wnd  Li/oesey,*  he  being  then  aliva  It  might,  of 
course,  be  perfectly  uncertain  whether  they  would  take  any- 
thing imder  the  will  oiEdm/wnd  Livesey,  but  the  provision 
under  the  will  of  her  deceased  husband  no  doubt  was  a  &ct 
ascertained,  and  therefore  applicable  to  the  party  being  the 
eldest  son.  Now,  if  that  was  the  reason,  (and  it  may  finr 
anything  that  appears  have  been  her  motive  originally),  she 
has  not  carried  out  that  intention,  and  she  has  not,  in  the 
other  parts  of  the  will,  been  influenced  by  that  motive,  or, 
if  she  was,  she  has  totally  mistaken  the  way  of  carrying  it 
into  effect;  because  then  she  would  have  excluded  not  any 
son  who  might,  at  any  time  before  the  event  described,  have 
become  an  eldest  son,  but  she  would,  in  the  terms  of  this 
last  clause,  have  saved  and  excepted  her  eldest  son,  (that 
might  be  her  eldest  son  then  living),  or  such  other  son  as 
should  be  an  eldest  son  at  the  time  of  her  death.  That  is 
the  way  she  would  have  expressed  herself  if  she  had  intend- 
ed to  firame  these  two  provisions  so  as  to  exclude  an  eldest 
son,  who,  being  such  eldest  son,  would  take  the  provision  to 
which  she  refers  at  the  commencement  of  her  will;  but  she 
not  only  abandons  that  in  this  clause,  but  she  entirely  aban- 
dons it  when  she  comes  to  the  daughter,  for  she  equally 
makes  an  exclusion  of  an  elder  daughter,  although  that 
daughter  would  take  nothing  under  the  will  of  her  grand- 
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f&ther,  or  might  not  have  taken  anything  under  the  will  of 
the  living  man  Edmv/nd  Livesey.  So  that  she  has  neither 
in  the  one  instance  nor  the  other,  if  that  was  her  intention, 
carried  out  that  intention ''(a).  And  he  then  goes  on  to 
say,  in  effect^  that  the  words  used  being  plain  and  not  ex- 
pressing the  intention  attributed  to  them,  the  House  could 
not  go  into  a  speculation  as  to  the  intention,  and  do  vio- 
lence to  words  which  were  so  plain,  upon  an  assumption  as 
to  what  it  was  probable  that  the  testatrix  intended. 


1B56. 


JwdgmtM, 


In  Lwesey  v.  Li/vesey,  therefore,  Lord  Ootterihcmi  does 
not  throw  any  doubt  upon  the  doctrine  as  I  have  stated  it 
— on  the  contrary,  he  recognises  that  doctrine  entirely,  but 
says  it  does  not  apply  to  the  case  before  him. 

The  same  remark  is  applicable  to  the  case  g£  Matthews  v. 
Pavl  (6).  That  was  a  case  in  which  the  intention  (if  the 
testatrix  entertained  any  intention)  of  admitting  a  second 
son,  in  case  he  became  an  eldest  son  without  taking  an  es- 
tate limited,  but  not  by  her  will,  to  his  elder  brother,  to  a 
share  in  the  provisions  made  by  her  wiU  for  the  children  of 
her  daughter  ''  except  an  eldest  son,''  could  not  be  gathered 
from  the  will ;  and  the  will  was  the  only  instrument  at  which 
the  Court  was  at  liberty  to  look  for  the  purpose  of  ascer- 
taining what  her  intention  waa 

The  authorities,  therefore,  being  so  far  in  accordance  with 
each  other,  the  real  question  in  this  case  is  raised  by  the  dis- 
entailing deed  which  has  been  executed.  And,  upon  this 
question,  as  I  have  already  said,  thd  decision  of  Lord  Leung- ^ 
dale  in  Peacocke  v.  Fares  (o),  and  that  of  Sir  L.  Shad/weU 
in  Spencer  v.  Spencer  (d),  are  directly  in  conflict 


(a)  2n.L.Ca&434— 436. 

(b)  3  Swanst  328. 


(c)  2  Keen,  689. 
((Q  8  Sim.  87. 
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Lord  Lomgdale*8  decision  is  briefly  this :  that^  when  it  is 
said  that  an  elder  child,  unprovided  for,  shall  be  deemed  a 
younger,  it  must  mean  an  elder  child  unprovided  for  by 
the  settlement  or  will  itself,  or  by  means  which  were  in  the 
contemplation  of  the  parties  making  the  settlement  or  will 
In  the  case  before  him  the  second  son,  if  the  estate  tail  in 
the  eldest  son  had  not  been  barred,  would,  on  the  death  of 
his  elder  brother  without  issue,  have  become  entitled,  under 
the  limitations  in  the  settlement,  to  an  estate  tail  in  the 
settled  lands,  and  becoming  so  entitled  he  could  not  have 
taken  the  estate  and  a  portion  also.  He  was  deprived  of 
that  estate,  but  he  was  deprived  of  it»  not  by  any  defect  of 
the  settlement  itself,  but  by  the  recoveries  which  had  been 
suffered;  and  the  event  of  such  recoveries  being  suffered  was 
one  which,  in  his  opinion,  could  not  reasonably  be  consider- 
ed to  have  been  in  contemplation  when  the  settlement  was 
made  (a).  He  admits  that  the  presumption,  that  it  was  in- 
tended to  provide  for  all  the  children  of  the  marriage,  *"  is 
always  to  be  had  in  view,  and  ought  to  be  acted  upon,  in  all 
cases  in  which  a  loss  of  provision  occurs  by  an  event  which 
can  properly  be  supposed  to  have  been  in  the  contemplation 
of  those  by  whom  the  settlement  was  made,  and  within  their 
intention  to  provide  for "  (b) ;  but  a  recovery  he  does  not 
consider  to  be  an  event  of  that  description. 


Sir  L.  ShadvjeU  in  Spencer  v.  Spencer  (c) — a  case  precise- 
ly similar  to  that  before  Lord  Langdale, — ^held  that  a  second 
son  who  became  an  eldest  son,  but  was  prevented  from  tak- 
ing the  estate  by  a  recovery  suffered  in  the  lifetime  of  his 
elder  brother,  was  entitled  to  share  in  the  portions  provided 
by  the  settlement  for  all  the  children  of  the  marriage  "  except 
an  eldest  or  only  son.''  "  It  is  plain,"  he  said,  "  theiiFrederidc 


(a)  Per  Lord  LangdaU,  M.  R, 
I  Keen,  699,  700. 


(6)  2  Keen,  700. 
(c)  8  Sim.  87. 
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Charles  Spencer  "  (the  son  in  question)  "  must  be  taken  not 
to  have  been  '  an  eldest  or  only  son '  in  the  sense  in  which 
those  words  are  used  in  tliis  settlement.  What  the  parties 
meant  was,  that  a  child  who  should  take  the  estate  by  vir- 
tue of  the  limitations  of  the  settlement,  should  not  have  a 
portion,  but  that  all  the  other  children  should  have  portions. 
It  is  established  by  a  series  of  cases,  that,  in  deciding  on 
questions  like  the  present,  you  are  to  look  at  the  instruinent 
itself,  and  see  what  the  real  meaning  of  the  parties  was ''(a). 
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Now  it  seems  to  me,  that  in  the  case  before  me,  as  in  the 
case  before  Sir  L.  ShadweU,  the  true  intention  of  the  parties 
to  the  settlement  waa  to  exclude  from  a  share  in  the  por- 
tions not  every  child  becoming  an  eldest  son,  but  every 
child,  who,  so  becoming  an  eldest  son,  became  also  entitled 
to  the  settled  estate.  And  I  think,  that,  upon  the  authority 
of  that  case, 'I  am  at  liberty  to  differ  from  the  view  taken  by 
Lord  Lomgdale  in  Peacocke  v.  Pares,  and  to  hold  that  the 
second  son  becoming  an  eldest  son,  but  prevented  by  the 
disentailing  deed  which  has  been  executed  from  taking 
under  the  settlement  the  settled  estate,  is  not  excluded 
from  a  share  in  the  portiona  It  does  seem  to  me  a  fallacy 
to  say  that  the  party  who  takes  the  fee  under  a  recovery, 
or,  as  here,  xmder  a  disentailing  deed,  does  not  take  under 
the  settlement,  or  that  the  younger  son,  who  by  the  recovery 
ia  excluded  from  taking,  is  not  excluded  by  the  settlement 
The  recovery  is  an  incident  to  the  settlement,  and  an  inci- 
dent from  which  it  cannot  be  exempted.  Tou  cannot  settle 
in  strict  settlement  except  in  a  way  which  exposes  the 
estates  tail  to  the  liability  of  being  barred.  The  parties 
know  this  when  they  make  the  settlement;  and  I  cannot  con- 
cur with  Lord  Lomgdale  in  viewing  the  recovery  by  which 
it  is  barred,  ^'  as  an  event  which  cannot  reasonably  be  sup- 


(a)  Per  Sir  Z.  ShadweU,  V.  C.  E.,  8  Sim.  99. 
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poseci  to  have  been  in  contemplation  at  the  time  when  the 
settlement  was  made/'  Then,  when  the  second  son  becomes 
the  eldest,  and  finds  his  estate  thus  barred,  I  think  that  he 
is  entitled  to  a  portion  as  a  younger  son.  It  is  "  by  virtue 
of  the  settlement''  that  the  estate  has  been  enjoyed  in  fee 
by  the  eldest  son,  through  the  instrumentality  of  the  reco- 
very or  disentailing  deed;  and  in  like  manner,  it  is  "  by 
virtue  of  the  settlement,"  that  the  second  son,  on  becoming 
an  eldest  son,  finds  himself  excluded  from  the  estate  tail,  to 
which,  but  for  such  recovery  or  disentailing  deed,  he  would 
have  been  entitled;  and  the  second  son  so  becoming  an  eld- 
est, and  finding  himself  excluded,  cannot,  I  apprehend,  be 
held  to  be  an  eldest  son  within  the  meaning  of  the  provisions 
that  no  eldest  son  shall  be  entitled  to  a  portion. 

Suppose,  to  illustrate  it  by  a  parallel  case,  that^  instead  of 
executing  this  disentailing  deed,  the  eldest  son  had  left  issue, 
the  second  son  surviving  his  elder  brother  would  equally 
have  become  the  eldest  son  surviving;  and  yet^  in  such  a 
case,  it  would  be  impossible  to  dispute  his  right  to  a  por- 
tioa 

In  reference  to  the  mortgage  to  which,  in  this  case,  the 
reversion  in  fee  of  the  eldest  son  was  subjected  by  the  disen- 
tailing deed,  to  shew  that  the  Court  does  not  take  a  narrow 
view  as  to  what  is  meant  by  taking  under  a  settlement  of 
this  description,  I  may  mention  a  case  which  Lord  8L 
Leonards,  C,  described  as  one  of  first  impression — ^the  case 
of  Han^ison  v.  Round  (a).  There,  by  a  settlement,  two  es- 
tates, the  Copford  Hall  estate  and  the  Overhall  estate,  were 
limited  to  the  father  for  life,  and  subject  thereto  the  Copford 
Hall  estate  was  limited  to  the  first  and  other  sons  in  tail 
male,  and  the  Overhall  estate  was  limited  to  the  second 
and  other  sons  in  like  manner;  and  it  was  provided,  that^  if 
the  second  son  should  become  an  eldest  son,  and  as  such 


(a)  2  De  G.  M*N.  &  G.  190. 
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should  become  entitled  to  the  actual  possession,  or  to  the 
receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  Copford  Hall  estate, 
the  limitations  of  the  OverhaU  estate  should  cease  and  de- 
termine as  if  such  second  son  were  dead  without  issue.  The 
second  son  became  the  eldest,  and  joined  his  £Bbther  in  suffer- 
ing a  recovery  of  the  Copford  Hall  estate,  the  uses  of  which 
were  declared  to  the  joint  appointment  of  the  father  and  son, 
and  subject  thereto  to  the  old  uses.  In  exercise  of  this 
power  the  father  and  son,  by  a  mortgage  in  fee  of  the  Copford 
Hall  estate,  raised  a  sum  of  money,  which  was  paid  to  the 
£&ther  and  son,  and  Lord  St,  Leonards  held,  that,  on  the  death 
of  the  father,  the  OverhaU  estate  shifted  from  the  second 
son  under  the  terms  of  the  proviso  contained  in  the  settle- 
ment; and  that,  notwithstanding  both  the  recovery  and  the 
mortgage,  the  second  son  came,  on  the  death  of  his  father, 
into  possession  of  the  Copford  Hall  estate,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  terms  of  the  settlement.  He  took  that  estate 
subject  to  the  charge,  "  but  he  took  it  in  point  of  truth  and 
actual  fact  under  the  limitations  of  the  settlement"  (a).  It 
could  not  be  said,  because  he  had  anticipated  a  portion  of 
the  estate,  that  the  estate  itself  had  not  come  to  him  under 
the  limitations  of  the  settlement,  and  within  the  meaning  of 
the  proviso  (6).  He  had  got,  in  point  of  fact,  the  whole  be- 
nefit of  the  charge,  and  when  the  estate  fell  into  possession, 
and  the  charge  actually  came  upon  him,  it  could  not  be 
said  that  he  had  the  estate  burthened  beyond  the  benefit 
which  he  had  received.  The  charge  was  created  by  himself, 
and  he  had  had  the  full  benefit  of  it  The  argument  was, 
that  the  recovery  and  mortgage  were  in  defeasance  of  the 
settlement;  he  considered  them  to  be  "  under  the  settlement, 
in  pursuance  of  the  settlement,  and  consistently  with  the 
settlement"(<^)*  I  merely  cite  that  case  as  one  instance  that 
the  Court  does  not  take  a  narrow  view  in  cases  of  this  de- 
scription. 


(a)  2  De  G.,  M*N.  &  G.  202.        (ft)  Id.  204.        (<?)  Id,  206. 
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It  appears  to  me,  notwithstanding  Peacocke  v.  Parts  (a), 
that*  in  this  case,  Benjamin  Oriffiih  Evans,  taking  under 
the  disentailing  deed  the  reversion  in  fee  simple  in  the  set- 
tled estates,  though  charged  by  that  deed  with  his  father's 
mortgage  debt,  did  in  fact  take  under  the  settlement;  and 
in  like  manner,  that  George  David  Evans,  being  by  that 
deed  excluded  from  taking,  was  in  effect  excluded  by  tfie 
settlement  I  think,  that*  if  in  this  case  I  followed  the  au- 
thority of  Peacocke  v.  Pares,  I  should  be  going  backward  vol 
an  important  branch  of  the  law  of  this  Court 


Minute. 


Declare,  that  the  Defendant  Oeorge  David  Evaru  is  entitled  to 
one-fifth  of  the  1000/.  and  interest  Fay  the  amount  certified  to 
be  due  on  the  1000/.,  and  subsequent  interest,  (to  be  verified  by  affi- 
davit), (y][ually  between  the  five  children. 


(a)  2  Keen,  689. 


Julj/  2nd. 


VARLEY  V.  WINN. 


John  VARLEY,  by  his  will,  dated  in  1849,  after  ap- 
pointing the  Plaintiffs  and  Samuel  Muagrave  executore 


Will—Lapae 
— Executory 
Bequest — In- 

Ihiier^^        thereof,  and  after  directing  the  payment  of  all  his  just  debts, 


If  there  be  An  executory  bequest  of  personalty  depending  either  upon  the  deiermiuatioa 
of  a  preceding  limited  interest,  or  upon  a  collateral  event  defeating  an  interest  previously 
given,  and  such  limited  interest  determine,  or  such  collateral  eyent  happen  during  the  life* 
time  of  the  testator,  the  executory  bequest  does  not  lapse. 

Accordingly,  where  there  was  a  bequest  to  the  testator^s  five  daughters  of  6000/.  each,  to 
be  invested  by  the  executors  within  seven  years  from  the  testator's  death,  "  in  trust  for  them 
or  their  children,  biU  if  any  of  my  aaid  daughtert  should  die  leaving  no  issue,  then  the  share 
or  portion  so  invested  shall  be  divided  amongst  those  who  have  issue,  share  and  share  alike,  as 
they  arrive  at  the  age  of  twenty-one  years ;  and  if  only  one,  the  whole  to  go  to  that  one  only."* 
One  daughter  died  without  issue  in  the  lifetime  of  the  teatAior  i-^ff eld,  that  the  6000/.  given 
to  her  passed  by  the  gift  over  to  those  of  the  testator's  daughters  who  were  living  at  his 
death,  and  had  issue  then  living,  absolutely. 

ffeld,  also,  that  the  words  above  printed  in  italics  ought  to  be  read  as  though  in  a  paren* 
thesis. 

ffeld,  further,  that  as  the  estate  was  sufficient  to  pay  them  at  the  testator's  dea^,  intereit 
must  be  paid  upon  the  legacies  from  a  year  after  the  testator^s  death,  the  direction  for  in- 
vestment being  for  the  convenience  of  the  estate,  and  not  for  the  benefit  of  the  residaaiy  1»* 
gatee. 
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funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  gave  and  bequeathed  as 
follows: — "  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  my  executors  all  my 
household  furniture,  books,  plate,  linen,  china,  and  other  ef- 
fects of  household  whatsoever,  in  or  about  my  dwelling-house 
at  the  time  of  my  decease,  to  be  divided  equally  betwixt  all 
my  children,  share  and  share  alike.      I  give  to  each  of  my 
daughters  Esther,  Hannah,  Ann,  Harriet,  and  Sarah  Eli- 
zaheth,  \000L,  to  be  paid  to  them  respectively  at  the  end  of 
one  year  from  the  time  of  my  decease,  without  interest.     I 
also  give  unto  each  of  my  five  daughters  aforesaid  the  sum  of 
2000Z.,  to  be  paid  to  them  respectively  within  four  years  af- 
ter my  decease,  the  interest  to  be  paid  half-yearly  at  U.  per 
cent  per  annum,  to  be  computed  from  the  end  of  one  year 
after  my  decease.     I  also  give  unto  my  five  daughters  a 
further  sum  of  6000Z.  each,  which  said  simi  of  6000Z.  to  each 
of  them  shall  be  invested  in  real  or  Government  securities 
by  my  executors  within  seven  years,  to  be  computed  from 
the  time  of  my  decease,  but  such  investment  shall  be  in  the 
names  of  my  executors,  in  trust  for  them  or  their  children ; 
but  if  any  of  my  said  daughters  should  die  leaving  no 
isstie,  then  the  share  or  portion  so  invested  shall  he  di- 
vided a/mongst  those  who  have  issue,  share  and  share  alike, 
as  they  arrive  at  the  age  of  twenty-one  years;  and  if  only 
one,  the  whole  to  go  to  that  one  only.    And  as  my  son  Ri- 
chard Varley  is  dead  and  has  left  issue,  I  give  and  be- 
queath unto  my  executors,   in  trust,   until  such  child  or 
children  arrive  at  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  the  sum  of 
10,000i.,  to  be  invested  in  real  or  Government  securities 
within  one  year  after  my  decease,  and  the  interest  arising  to 
be  appropriated  to  the  maintenance  and  education  of  such 
child  or  children  of  the  said  Richard  Varley;  but  if  they 
should  die  before  they  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years, 
then  the  sum  of  10,0002.  so  invested  to  be  divided  among 
the  surviving  children  of  the  brothers  and  sisters  of  the  said 
Richard  Varley,  share  and  share  alike,  and  if  one  only, 
then  to  that  one;  and  as  to  all  the  rest^  residue,  and  remain- 
der of  my  estate,  property,  and  effects  whatsoever  and  where- 
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soever,  and  of  what  nature  or  kind  soever  not  hereinbefore 
disposed  of,  and  subject  to  the  payment  of  the  l^ades  or 
sums  of  money  hereinbefore  given  or  bequeathed  to  and  for 
my  said  daughters  and  children  of  my  son  Richard  before 
named,  I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath  the  same  unto  and 
equally  between  my  two  sons,  WiMiaTrh  Varley  and  Samuel 
Varley,  their  several  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns  respectively,  to  be  held  in  common  by  them  as  long 
as  they  are  agreed;  and  if  at  any  time  they  cannot  agree, 
then  the  same  shall  be  divided  by  and  between  them ;  but 
.  if  the  division  cannot  be  made  to  their  mutual  satisfaction, 
the  same  or  that  part  on  which  they  are  not  agreed  shall 
be  sold  by  private  contract  or  public  auction,  and  the  pro- 
ceeds arising  from  such  sale  or  sales  shall  be  divided  by  and 
between  them,  share  and  share  alike.  And,  further,  my  ex- 
ecutors shall  not  be  answerable  for  any  loss  or  damage,  un- 
less the  same  shall  arise  from  their  own  respective  wilful 
fault  or  neglect  And  lastly,  I  hereby  revoke  all  former  will 
and  wills  by  me  at  any  time  heretofore  made,  and  declare 
this  only  to  be  my  last  will  and  testament" 


John  Varley  died  on  the  30th  of  Jime,  1855,  leaving  two 
sons  and  four  daughters  surviving  him,  namely,  the  Plaintiffi 
William  Varley  and  Samuel  Varley;  and  the  Defendants, 
HauTiah,  the  wife  of  Joseph  Winn;  Ann,  the  vnfe  of 
Obadiah  Nussey;  Harriet,  the  wife  of  John  Light;  and 
Sarah  Elizabeth,  the  wife  ot  Isaac  Lord;  all  of  whom,  some 
years  before  the  date  of  tlie  will,  had  attained  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years. 


The  said  testator  had  two  other  children,  Richard  Var- 
ley, his  eldest  son,  (who  died  prior  to  the  date  of  the  said 
will,  leaving  his  only  child,  the  Defendant  John  Varley,  an 
infant  surviving),  and  Esther  Vickers,  who  was  at  the  date 
of  the  said  will  a  widow  without  issue,  and  who  afterwards 
died  without  issue  during  the  lifetime  of  die  said  testator, 
on  the  6th  day  of  June,  1853. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 
Mr.  WiUcock,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Dury,  for  the  Plamtifl&: — 

The  legacy  to  Esther  lapsed  by  her  death  without  issue 
in  the  testator's  lifetime  :  2  Jarm.,  2nd  edit,  671,  and  cases 
there  cited,  Smith  v.  StewaH(a).  rffuma  . 

Mr.  Daniel,  Q.  C,  for  Joseph  Winn  and  Hannah  his  wife. 

Mr.  James,  Q.  C,  for  John  Varley. 

Mr.  Cairns,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  BaggaUay,  for  Isaac  Lord 
and  his  wife. 

Mr.  0.  L,  RusseU  for  Nussey  and  wife; — 

There  was  no  lapse,  but  the  gift  over  took  effect  In  Ed- 
wards V.  Edvxirds  (6),  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  puts  this 
case :  a  gift  to  ^ .,  and  if  he  shall  die  without  leaving  a  child, 
then  to  5.  ...  .  There  the  event  spoken  of  on  which  the 
legacy  is  to  go  over,  is  not  a  certain  but  a  contingent  event; 
it  is  not  in  case  of  the  death  of  A.,  but  in  case  of  his  death 
without  children ;  and  here  it  would  be  importing  a  mean- 
ing and  adding  words  to  the  will,  if  it  were  to  be  construed 
to  import  as  a  condition  which  was  to  entitle  B,  to  take, 
that  the  death  of  A,  without  children  must  happen  be- 
fore some  particular  period.  In  these  cases,  therefore,  it 
has  always  been  held,  that  if  at  any  time,  whether  before 
or  after  the  death  of  the  testator,  A.  should  die  without 
leaving  a  child,  the  gift  over  takes  effect  and  the  legacy  vests 
in  B."  And  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Re  Sheppard's 
Trust  (fi)  is  in  accordance  with  this  principle. 

Mr.  RoU,  Q.C.,  for  the  children  of  Mr.  and  Mra  Nussey : — 
In  the  cases  referred  to  in  that  part  otJarma/ri  on  Wills, 

(a)  4  De  G.  &  S.  253.        (6)  15  Beav.  361.        (c)  1  Kay  &  J.  269. 
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which  has  been  died  for  the  Plamtiffs,  the  interests  which 
lapsed  were  absolute,  and  there  was  no  gift  over  in  the  events 
which  had  happened. 

Mr.  Fooks  for  the  child  of  Mr.  and  Mra  lacuic  Lord: — 

In  Ive  V.  King  (a),  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  states,  that  if 
there  be  a  legacy  to  a  class,  and  a  gift»  in  case  of  the  death 
of  any  before  the  period  of  distribution,  to  their  respective 
issue,  if  one  of  the  class  be  dead  at  the  date  of  the  will  or  at 
the  death  of  the  testator,  the  issue  of  that  one  cannot  take 
anything. 

**  But  if  the  original  legacy  be  not  to  a  class  but  to  a 
named  individual  legatee,  with  a  direction,  that,  in  case  of 
the  death  of  the  legatee  before  payment,  the  l^acy  is  to  go 
to  another  person,  although  the  death  of  the  legatee  occurs 
before  the  death  of  the  testator,  the  gift  over  takes  effect, 
upon  the  presumption,  that  such  ulterior  legatee  was  substi- 
tuted in  order  to  prevent  a  lapse  of  the  l^acy." 


Judgment,       ViCE-ChANCELLOR  SiR  W.  PaGE  WoOD  :— 

My  difficulties,  in  this  case,  are  on  the  words  of  the  will, 
and  not  upon  any  of  the  authorities;  and  therefore  I  do 
not  know  that  I  should  gain  anything  by  further  consider- 
ation^ after  having  heard  it  so  fully  discussed.  The  first 
question  is,  what  interest  the  several  daughters  take  in  the 
6000i.  legacies;  and  it  appears  to  me  to  be  clear,  that,  what- 
ever mode  of  construction  be  adopted,  whether  it  is  taken  as 
an  alternative  gift  in  trust  for  the  daughter  if  she  be  liv- 
ing at  the  testator's  death,  or  if  she  be  then  dead  for  her 


(a)  16  Beav.  53. 
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children  if  she  have  left  nny ;  or  whether  it  be  taken,  reading 
the  word  "or''  as  " and,"  as  a  gift  in  trust  for  the  daughter 
and  her  children,  which,  under  several  authorities,  and  par- 
ticularly from  the  efiFect  of  the  words  which  follow  in  the  will, 
would  be  a  settlement  for  her  life  with  remainder  to  her  chil- 
dren, I  say,  that,  taking  either  construction,  it  is  quite  clear  to 
me  that  the  daughter's  share,  though  vested,  would  be  sub- 
ject to  be  devested  by  her  dying  at  any  period  without  leav- 
ing issue;  for  the  gift  over  is,  "  but  if  any  of  my  said  daugh- 
ters should  die  leaving  no  issue,  then  the  share  or  portion  so 
invested  shall  be  divided  amongst  those  surviving."  There- 
fore, the  testator  contemplated  the  fund  being  in  a  state  of 
investment,  and  that  his  daughter  (though  I  do  not  think  it 
necessary  to  decide  this  at  the  present  moment)  possibly 
would  have  the  entire  interest,  liable  to  be  devested  only  in 
the  particular  event  happening — which  it  is  suggested  might 
never  happen — ^namely,  of  there  being  any  surviving  daugh- 
ter who  had  issue;  but,  at  all  events,  the  gift  was  to  be  de- 
vested in  the  event  of  her  dying  without  issue,  should  such 
an  event  as  that  occur.  Therefore,  it  is  plain  that  none  of 
the  daughters  can  claim  at  this  moment  to  take  any  share 
absolutely. 
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Then,  it  is  only  necessary  to  consider  this  construction 
with  reference  to  its  influence  on  Elizabeth's  share.  I  ap- 
prehend the  rule  as  to  lapsing  may  be  correctly  represented 
thus:  that  whenever  there  is  an  interest  limited  by  will, 
either  by  way  of  remainder  or  by  way  of  executory  interest, 
if  all  the  preceding  estates  have  been  taken  out  of  the  way, 
or  if  the  events  on  which  the  executory  interest  is  limited 
have  taken  effect,  it  is  inmiaterial  whether  this  has  occurred 
in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator  or  after  his  decease.  In  other 
words,  the  parties  interested  under  the  gift  over  are  entitled 
to  the  executory  interest,  whether  the  event  upon  which  the 
executory  bequest  was  to  depend  occurred  in  the  lifetime  of 
the  testator  or  afterwards,  provided  of  coiurse,  always,  that 
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the  rule  as  to  perpetuity  be  observed.  In  the  particular  case 
before  me,  it  seems  clear  then,  that  the  share  has  not  lapsed, 
because  the  event  I  apprehend  is  this — ^the  daughter  does 
not  take  in  any  sense,  as  it  was  argued,  an  absolute  interest 
— she  takes  an  interest  either  to  herself  for  life,  with  re- 
mainder to  her  children,  and  if  there  be  no  children  then 
over,  which  would  be  a  series  of  limitations  in  remainder, 
or  she  takes  the  entire  interest,  but  qualified  with  an  ex- 
ecutory limitation  over  in  the  event  of  her  dying  without 
leaving  children  at  her  decease.  Now,  if  the  event  on 
which  that  executory  limitation  depends  occur  in  the  life- 
time of  the  testator,  so  that  the  period  has  arrived  at  which 
the  parties  interested  in  remainder,  subject  to  the  event, 
would  take,  then,  as  I  said  before,  every  one  of  the  autho- 
rities shews,  that  it  is  a  matter  perfectly  immaterial  that 
that  event  should  so  have  occurred  during  the  testatcv's 
lifetima  I  think  the  case  of  WaUoer  v.  Ma/in  (a)  was  as 
strong  in  its  terms  as  any.  In  that  case  the  testate  de- 
vised his  real  estate  to  his  wife  for  life,  and  after  her  de- 
cease, he  gave  the  same  property,  which  was  not  to  be  con- 
verted till  then,  to  trustees  in  trust  for  sale,  and  to  pay  the 
produce  of  the  sale  to  the  children  and  grandchildren  in 
certain  shares,  "  to  be  respectively  paid  at  twenty-one,  or 
marriage;  but  if  any  of  my  said  children  or  grandchildren 
shall  happen  to  die  before  the  time  of  such  legacy  becoming 
due  and  payable,''  then  it  was  given  over  to  the  others,  and 
two  of  them  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  and  it  was 
held,  that  the  gift  over  of  their  shares  took  effect.  There 
are  innumerable  instances  of  the  same. kind,  idl  exemplify- 
ing the  same  rule,  that,  if  there  be  an  estate  in  remainder, 
and  the  preceding  estate  is  taken  out  of  the  way,  or  if  there 
be  a  limitation  over  on  a  certain  event  happening,  the  exe- 
cutory legatee  is  entitled  to  the  property,  whether  such 
event  happen  before  or  after  the  death  of  the  testator.   Ihea 


(a)  IJ.  &  W.  1. 
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this  deceased  legatee  was  to  take  either  to  herself  for  life, 
with  remainder  to  her  issue,  or  she  was  to  take  the  entire  in- 
terest, liable  to  be  defeated  in  a  given  event :  that  given  event 
has  happened,  and  accordingly  the  gifl  over  takes  place. 

The  next  question  is,  who  are  to  take  under  the  gift  over ; 
and  although  it  does  seem  capricious,  I  can  see  some  reasou 
for  saying  that  the  parties  who  were  to  take  by  the  gift  over 
were  to  be  the  surviving  children  who  had  issue;  it  seems 
capricious  to  say  so,  if  there  is  no  limitation  to  the  issue,  and 
it  is  very  difficult  to  find  any  limitation  to  the  issue  in  this 
gift  over;  but  it  is  not  utterly  absurd,  because  the  testator 
might  suppose,  that  those  of  his  daughters  who  had  families 
would  want  a  larger  provision  than  the  daughters  who  had 
none.  As  to  the  words,  I  have  not  the  least  doubt  that  they 
cannot,  in  any  sense,  be  brought  to  have  the  meaning  assign- 
ed  to  them  in  argument  It  is  not  a  question  of  ambiguous 
grammatical  reference,  which,  according  to  the  sound  rules 
of  grammar,  ought  to  be  applied  in  one  way,  and  yet  is  ca- 
pable of  another  application ;  but  it  is  the  case  of  words 
which  cannot  in  any  way  be  applied  to  the  issue,  or  to  any 
but  the  daughters,  the  gift  over  being  this :  **  if  any  of  my 
said  daughters  should  die  leaving  no  issue,  then  the  share  or 
portion  so  invested  shall  be  divided  amongst  those  surviving 
who  have  issue  "  It  is  a  distinct  phrase,  it  is  not  only  the 
word  "  those,"'  but  a  dist.inct  antithesis  between  the  class 
who  die  without  issue,  and  the  others  surviving  who  have 
issue :  he  gives  the  share  of  the  child  in  the  one  class  over  to 
those  who  represent  the  other  class. 
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As  to  those  words, which  certainly  create  a  difficulty,  "when 
they  arrive  at  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  if  only  one, 
then  to  go  to  that  one  only,"  I  expressed  my  doubts  whe- 
ther there  had  not  been  a  slip  in  the  will;  but  it  appears  to 
me  that  they  are  capable  of  a  grammatical  construction  by 
reading  the  whole  bequest  thus:  that  the  share  is  to  be 
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'*  in  the  names  of  my  executors,  in  trust  for  them  or  their 
children;" — ^then  stop,  and  put  a  parenthesis — "  and  if  any 
of  my  daughters  should  die  having  no  issue,  then  the  share 
or  portion  so  invested  shall  be  divided  amongst  those  surviv- 
ing who  have  issue,'' — and  end  the  parenthesis  there,  and 
the  original  sentence  will  continue, — "  share  and  share  alike^ 
as  they  arrive  at  the  age  of  twenty-one  years;  and  if  only 
one,  the  whole  to  go  to  that  one  only."  That  would  be  to 
those  children  who  arrived  at  the  age  of  twenty-one  years, 
share  and  share  alike;  and  if  only  one,  then  the  whole 
to  that  only  one.  It  seems  to  me,  in  that  way,  I  may  make 
reasonable  sense  of  the  whole  will;  and  all  I  have  now  to  do 
is  to  declare  that  there  is  no  lapse,  and  that  these  sums  ought 
now  respectively  to  be  invested  in  the  names  of  the  trustees 
in  trust 


The  6000i.  legacy  to  either  will  go  to  those  daughters 
who  are  living  and  have  children;  that  is  to  say,  in  the 
events  that  have  happened,  to  Mrs.  Nusaey  and  Mrs.  Lord, 
absolutely,  for  their  own  benefit 

Mr.  Da/aiely  Q.  C. — ^There  is  a  question  of  interest 


The  Vice-Chancellor. — ^The  executors  say  they  have 
assets  in  hand  sufficient  for  the  payment  of  them  all,  not 
perhaps  for  the  purpose  of  immediate  payment  of  the  l^a- 
cies;  but  the  question  of  interest  is  involved  in  that:  assum- 
ing that  they  had  assets  in  hand  actually  realised,  my  opin- 
ion would  be,  that  the  postponement  is  simply  for  the  con- 
venience of  the  testator's  estate,  and  not  for  the  benefit  of 
the  residuary  legatee,  but  for  the  purpose  of  giving  the  exe- 
cutors time  to  collect  and  get  in  the  assets.  There  is  a  de- 
gree of  doubt  raised  upon  it,  I  concede,  by  the  preceding 
gifts,  which  direct  the  payment  to  be  within  four  years,  and 
do  contain  a  clear  and  direct  statement  as  to  interest;  but  I 
think  that  amounts  to  no  more  than  this :  the  testator  does 
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not  give  interest  if  his  estate  will  not  allow  his  executors  to 
invest  these  sums  within  seven  years.  It  seems  to  be  their 
duty  to  invest  them  within  seven  years  if  they  can.  The 
testator  saw  very  possibly  that  there  might  be  a  diflSculty  in 
that;  I  do  not  conceive  that  they  are  bound,  of  course  they 
would  not  be  bound  to  pay  them  if  they  had  not  the  money, 
and  there  may  be  reversionary  interests  or  other  portions 
of  the  testator's  property  not  bearing  interest.  This  point 
must  depend  on  whether  or  not  the  executors  are  in  a  con- 
dition to  make  an  immediate  payment;  if  they  are,  I  think 
it  ought  to  be  done.  The  interest  must  be  at  4jZ.  per  cent 
from  a  year  after  the  testator's  death.  The  costs  must  come 
out  of  the  estate. 
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LANTSBERY  v.  COLLIER 


A  SPECLAL  CASK 


May  2Sth; 
June  nth. 


SettlemeiU— 
WiUiam  Marming,  on  the  marriage  of  his  daughter  Eli-  p^irw  of  Sale 

zaheth  with  one  Lomaa  in  1806,  settled  real  estate,  by  inden-  ^^^^^**^*^ 

**  — RefMAeffii/ue 

iures  of  lease  and  release  of  that  date,  to  the  use  of  James  —Ti-uttee^— 

Discretion. 

A  fkther,  on  the  marriage  of  his  daughter  in  1806,  settled  real  estate  upon  trusts  for  the 
separate  use  of  his  daughter  for  life,  with  remainder  in  case  she  surviTed  her  husband  (which 
event  happened)  to  her  children,  as  tenants  in  common  in  tail,  and  limited  the  reversion  to 
himself  in  fee.  The  settlement  contained  a  collateral  power  of  sale  not  in  terms  restricted 
as  to  time.  In  1850,  the  daughter's  issue  being  spent,  and  the  daughter  being  a  widow  and 
more  than  seventy  years  of  age,  the  trustee  executed  a  deed  purporting  to  be  made  in  ex- 
ercise of  the  power,  and  to  be  a  conveyance  of  the  fee  simple : — If  eld, 

Ist.  That  the  power  was  valid  and  subsisting  at  the  date  of  the  deed  of  1850. 

2ndly.  That  it  was  well  exercised  by  that  deed,  although,  under  the  trusts  of  the  settle- 
ment, the  effect  of  its  exercise  was  to  change  the  devolution  of  the  property,  passing  it,  in 
the  events  which  had  happened,  to  the  daughter  absolutely. 

Observations  on  Ware  v.  Polhill  (11  Yes.  257),  and  review  of  the  authorities  respectins  col- 
lateral powers  of  sale  not  in  terms  restricted  as  to  time.  The  Court  looks  to  the  wh(He  in- 
tent and  purpose  of  the  settlement,  and,  whether  the  reversion  or  remainder  in  fee  simple  be 
limited  liter  estates  tail  or  after  estates  for  life,  will  hold  the  power  to  be  a  valid  and  subsist- 
ing power  until  the  estates  tail  (if  any)  are  barred,  or  the  fee  simple  vested  in  possession : — in 
eiSier  of  which  events  the  purpose  of  the  settlement  is  spent^  and  the  power  ceases. 
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Mcmrvmff  KaSi  Samiud  Tilley,  and  their  heirs,  for  the  joint 
lives  of  Lomas  and  Elizabeth,  upon  trust  for  the  separate 
use  of  Elizabeth;  and  after  the  decease  of  Lomaa,  in  case 
he  should  die  in  the  lifetime  of  Elizabeth,  (which  event 
happened),  to  the  use  of  Elizabeth  and  her  assigns  for  her  life, 
with  remainder  to  the  use  oiJamss  Manning  and  8a/mud 
TiUey  during  the  life  of  Elizabeth,  upon  trust  to  preserve 
contingent  remainders,  with  remainder  after  the  death  of 
Elizabeth,  in  case  she  should  smrive  Lomas,  to  the  use  of 
the  children  of  Elizabeth  by  Lomas  or  any  after-taken  hus- 
band, as  tenants  in  conmion  in  tail,  with  cross-remainders  be- 
tween them  in  tail,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  himself  his 
heirs  and  assigns,  for  ever.  And  it  was  by  the  indenture  of 
release  declared,  that  James  Mam^nvng  and  Samuel  Tilley, 
and  the  survivor  of  them,  and  the  executors  or  administra- 
tors of  such  survivor,  should  at  any  time  or  times  thereafter, 
at  the  request  of  William  Manning  during  his  life,  to  be 
signified  in  writing  under  his  hand  and  seal,  and  after  his 
decease  it  should  be  lawful  for  Jamies  Manning  and  Savnr 
ud  Tilley,  or  the  survivor  of  them,  his  executors  or  admin- 
istrators, of  their  or  his  own  proper  authority,  absolutely  to 
sell  and  dispose  of  and  convey  the  whole  or  any  part  or 
parts  of  the  hereditaments  and  premises  thereby  granted, 
with  the  appurtenances,  and  the  inheritance  thereof  in  fee 
simple,  to  any  person  or  persons  whomsoever,  for  such  price 
or  prices  in  money  as  to  William  Manning,  during  his  life, 
and  after  his  decease  as  to  Jaw^s  Manning  and  Samuel 
Tilley  or  the  survivor  of  them,  or  to  the  executors  or  ad- 
ministrators of  such  siurvivor,  should  seem  reasonable;  and 
that,  for  the  purpose  of  effectuating  such  sale  or  sales,  dis- 
position or  dispositions,  and  conveyance  or  conveyances,  (but 
not  for  any  other  purpose),  it  should  be  lawful  for  James 
Manning  and  Samuel  Tilley,  and  the  survivor  of  them, 
and  the  executors  or  administrators  of  such  survivor,  upon 
such  request  of  William  Manning  during  his  life  as  afore- 
said, and  aft;er  his  decease  of  the  proper  authority  of  th« 
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said  trustees  or  the  survivor  of  them,  his  executors  or  ad- 
ministrators as  afore6aid>  by  any  deed  or  deeds,  instrument 
or  instruments  in  writing,  sealed  and  delivered  by  them  or 
him  in  the  presence  of  and  attested  by  two  or  more  credible 
witnesses,  absolutely  to  revoke,  determine,  and  make  void 
all  or  any  of  the  uses,  trusts,  estates,  powers,  provisions,  de- 
clarations, and  agreements  in  and  by  the  indenture  of 
release  limited,  expressed,  and  declared  of  and  concerning 
the  hereditaments  and  premises  which  should  be  sold  as 
aforesaid,  (except  the  subsisting  leases^  if  any  such  should 
then  have  been  made  by  virtue  of  a  power  thereinbefore 
contained) ;  and  by  the  same  or  any  other  deed  or  deeds,  in- 
strument or  instruments  in  writing,  to  limit,  direct,  declare, 
and  appoint  any  new  or  other  use  or  uses,  estate  or  estates, 
trust  or  trusts  of  the  hereditaments  and  premises  so  sold. 
The  release  also  contained  a  power  for  Ja/mes  Manni/ng 
and  Scrniud  TilXey,  and  the  survivor  oi  them,  and  the  exe- 
cutors or  administrators  of  such  survivor,  to  give  receipts  for 
the  purchase-money,  providing  that>such  receipts  should  be 
sufficient  discharges,  in  the  usual  form.  And  it  was  there- 
by declared,  that,  when  the  hereditaments  and  premises,  or 
any  part  or  parts  thereof,  should  be  sold,  the  monies  arising 
by  such  sale  or  sales  should  be  by  James  Manning  and 
SaTTiuel  TiUeyt  and  the  survivor  of  them,  and  the  executors 
and  administrators  of  such  survivor,  by  and  with  the  consent 
and  approbation  of  William  Manning  during  his  life,  and, 
after  his  decease,  of  Elizabeth  alone,  notwithstanding  her 
coverture,  to  be  signified  by  writing  under  his  or  her  hand 
and  seal,  and  after  the  decease  of  both  William  Manning 
and  Elizabeth,  then  of  the  proper  authority  of  the  said  trus- 
tees, or  of  the  survivor,  his  executors,  or  administrators,  laid 
out  and  invested  as  therein  mentioned  in  the  names  or  name 
of  the  said  trustees  or  trustee,  with  power  for  them  or  him, 
with  such  consent  and  approbation  as  aforesaid,  or  of  their 
own  proper  authority,  as  the  case  might  be,  to  vary  such 
investments.    The  release  contained  a  declaration  of  trust  of 
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certain  personal  property,  which  was  also  settled  by  WUUam 
Mav/ning,  and  of  the  purchase-money  to  arise  from  a  sale 
mider  the  power,  for  the  separate  use  of  Elizabeth  during 
her  life,  with  remainder,  in  the  events  which  happened,  at 
the  absolute  disposal  of  Elizabeth  by  will 

Lomas  died  in  1813,  leaving  Elizabeth  surviving,  who 
did  not  marry  again. 

There  was  issue  of  the  marriage  two  children  only,  EUzor 
beth  who  died  in  1835,  without  having  had  any  issue,  and 
Mary,  who  died  in  1834,  having  had  issue  one  son,  who 
died  before  1850  imder  twenty-one,  and  without  having  been 
married.  The  estate  tail  was  not  barred  by  either  of  the 
daughtera 

WiUia/m  Manning  died  in  1815.  The  trustees  also  died, 
and  new  trustees  were  appointed  under  a  power  for  that  pur- 
pose in  the  settlement. 

In  1850,  Edvxird  LarUabery^viho  was  the  then  sole  surviv- 
ing trustee,  contracted  to  sell  the  real  estate  to  the  Plaintiff, 
and  executed  an  indenture  of  that  date,  purporting  to  be  made 
in  exercise  of  the  powers  of  revocation  and  of  sale  contain- 
ed in  the  release  of  1806,  and  to  be  a  conveyance  of  the  pre- 
mises by  Edward  Lantabery  to  the  Plaintiff  in  fee  simpla 
At  the  date  of  this  deed  and  of  the  contract  for  sale,  Elizor 
beth,  the  tenant  for  life,  was  living,  and  was  upwards  of  se- 
venty years  of  aga 

The  Plaintiff  having  afterwards  agreed  to  sell  the  premises 
to  the  Defendant,  the  latter  objected  to  the  title,  on  the 
ground,  that,  in  1850,  there  was  not  any  power  of  sale  sub- 
sisting under  the  settlement  of  1850,  which  Edwai^  Lanta- 
bery could  exercise  so  as  to  vest  in  the  Plaintiff  the  pre- 
mises thereby  expressed  to  be  conveyed. 
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The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  were — 

Ist  Whether  the  power  of  sale  contained  in  the  indenture 
of  release  of  1806,  of  the  hereditaments  therein  comprised 
was  a  valid  and  subsisting  power  at  the  date  and  execution 
of  the  indenture  of  1 850,  having  regard  to  the  events  which 
had  then  happened;  and  if  so,  then, 

2ndly.  Whether  such  power  was  well  exercised  by  the 
indenture  of  J  850,  and  whether  the  hereditaments  com- 
prised in  such  indenture  were  thereby  effectually  vested  in 
the  Plaintiff  for  an  estate  in  fee  simple,  discharged  from 
the  limitations  of  the  indenture  of  release  of  1806. 


1866. 


Mr.  Dart  for  the  Plaintiff: — 

At  the  date  of  the  indenture  of  1850  there  was  a  valid 
power  of  sale  vested  in  Edward  Lantabery  as  surviving 
trustee  under  the  settlement  of  1806.  That  power  was 
well  exercised  by  the  indenture  of  May,  1 850 ;  and  the 
Plaintiff  took  under  that  indentiure  an  estate  in  fee  simple 
in  the  premises. 

Powers  of  sale  collateral  to  estates  tail  do  not  &31  within 
the  rule  against  perpetuities,  because  the  estates  tail  may  at 
any  time  be  destroyed  by  a  recovery:  BiddU  v.  Perhms  (a), 
Pawia  V.  Capr(m(b),  Warivig  v.  Coventry  {c)^  WaJUs  v. 
Freestone  (d).  Here  estates  tail  were  limited  by  the  settle- 
ment of  1806 ;  and  although  in  May,  1850,  when  the  power 
was  exercised,  the  issue  in  tail  was  spent^  and  the  mother 
upwards  of  seventy,  yet  the  Court  will  not,  in  a  case  like 
the  present,  presume  issue  impossible.  Co.  litt  lib.  1,  cap. 
3,  sea  32 ;  Sugden'a  Vendors  and  Purchaseis,  p.  307. 


(a)  4  SixxL  135. 

(6)  Bolls,  May  5, 1830 ;  4  Sim. 
138,  n.;  and  see  1  My.  &  K  262. 

VOL.  XL  AAA 


(c)  lMy.&K24d. 

(d)  lOSim.225. 


K.  J. 
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But  even  if  the  Court  should  presume  issue  impossible, 
and  read  this  as  if  it  were  a  limitation  to  the  mother  for 
life,  with  remainder  to  TTiMiom  Manning  in  fee,  without 
the  intervention  of  any  estate  tail,  still  the  cases  cited  on 
the  former  point  are  authorities  that  the  title  is  good.  See 
also  Cole  v.  Sewell  (a),  Briggs  v.  Earl  of  Oxford  (6),  Boyoe 
V.  Hanning  (c),  Wood  v.  White  (d),  Nelson  v.  CaUaw  (e). 


Besides,  there  is  nothing  to  prevent  the  Court  fircna  ap- 
portioning the  power. 

Ware  v.  PoUiiU  (/)  will  be  cited  contrk  But  there  the 
estates  in  question  were  leasehold,  and  had  vested  abso- 
lutely in  the  first  quasi  tenant  in  tail  Lord  Eldon'a  deci- 
sion that  the  power  was  bad  quoad  leaseholds  so  situated, 
does  not  touch  a  case  where,  as  her^  the  property  is  fiiee- 
hold.  See  2  Sug.  Pow.  pp.  467,  468,  and  Briggs  v.  EaH 
of  Oxford  (g). 

The  Vice-Chancellor. — ^What  do^  Mr.  Preston  mean 
when  he  says  in  his  work  on  Abstracts  of  Title,  that  the 
power  is  good  as  to  the  estates  for  life,  and  also  as  to  estates 
tail*  "and  is  void  as  to  the  remainder  or  reversion  in  fee 
when  it  falls  into  possession  or  is  discharged  from  Hu 
estates  tail"  (h)l 

Mr.  Dart. — When  the  fee  simple  is  vested  in  possession 
by  whatever  means,— whether  by  the  expirf^tion  or  sooner 
determination  of  the  preceding  estates,  and  whether  such 
preceding  estates  be  for  life  or  in  tail, — ^then  the  power  is 
void; — then  there  are  persons  who,  if  the  legal  estate  had 


(a)  4  Dr.  &  W.  1. 

(6)  1  De  G.  M*N.  &  G.  370. 

(c)  2  Cr.  &  J.  334. 

(c04My.&Cr.46O, 

{e)  16  Sim.  353;  2  Sugd.  Pow., 


edit  7,  pp.  46d— -472 ;  iJarm.  on 
Wills,  p.  236. 

(/)11  Ve8,267. 

{5r)lDeG.M*N.&G.370. 

(A)  Vol.  2,  p.  158. 
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been  in  the  trustees,  would  have  been  in  a  position  to  call 

for  a  conveyance  of  it,  the  end  or  object  of  the  settlement 

being  attained.     But  till  then  the  power  is  vaUd,  and  may      coliibb. 

be  exercised.  ^ 

Argument, 

Mr.  0.  0.  Smith,  for  the  Defendant,  insisted  on  the  ob- 
jection taken  by  the  Defendant  to  the  Plaintiff's  title.  The 
power,  not  being  in  terms  restricted  within  the  l^al  limits 
of  a  life  or  lives  in  being  and  twenty-one  years  afterwards, 
was  bad  in  toto:  Ware  v.  PolhUl(a),  and  Ferrand  v. 
Wilson  (b).  In  a  previous  power  in  the  settlement, — a 
power  to  grant  leases, — ^the  period  for  the  exercise  of  the 
power  was  in  terms  restricted  within  legal  limit& 

Mr.  Dart  in  reply. 

The  ViCB-Cff  ANCKLLOR. — How  do  you  meet  the  objection 
founded  on  the  apparent  capriciousness  of  a  settlement 
which  would  enable  the  trustee,  by  exercising  this  power 
to  alter  the  devolution  of  the  property  ?  If  unsold,  the 
reversicMi  in  fee  is  limited  to  the  settlor.  If  sold,  the  widow 
takes,  in  the  events  which  have  happened,  an  absolute  in- 
terest in  the  proceeds  of  the  reversion. 

Mr.  DaH. — ^Both  take  alike  under  the  settlement.  The 
trustee  is  trustee  for  the  tenant  for  life  as  well  as  for  the 
reversioner.  The  settlor  may  have  wished  his  trustees,  if 
they  had  the  opportunity  of  augmenting  his  daughter's 
income,  to  do  so,  and  that  would  not  be  open  to  objection 
on  the  ground  of  caprice.  Besides,  even  if  it  be  caprice  to 
give  trustees  so  large  a  discretion,  this  trustee  acting  bon& 
fide  will  be  allowed  to  exercise  it,  although  by  so  doing  he 
may  alter  the  ownership :  Clark  v.  Seymour  (c),  OUes  v. 
Homes  (d),  Kekewich  v.  Marker  (e). 


(a)  11  Ves.  267. 
(6)  4  Hare,  344. 
(c)  7  Sim.  67. 


(cO  16  Sim.  359. 

W  3  M*N.  «  G.  311. 
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The  Vicb-Chancellor. — ^There  the  power  was  exercised 
for  the  purposes  of  the  settlement.  Here  it  would  seem  as 
if  its  exercise  had  been  solely  for  the  purpose  of  altering 
the  devolution  of  the  estate. 

Judgment  reserved. 


June  nth.     ViCE-CHANCfELLOR  SiR  W.  PAGE  WoOD: — 

Judfftneni.  ^he  question  in  this  special  case  is,  as  to  the  validity  of  a 
pibwer  of  sale  created  by  a  marriage  settlement,  the  nature 
of  which  may  be  stated,  in  the  events  that  have  happened,  to 
be  this — real  estate  is  limited  upon  trust  for  the  wife  for  life, 
(I  now  put  out  of  consideration  the  husband's  Interest^ 
which  was  determined  by  his  death  in  her  lifetime),  with 
remainder  to  her  children,  either  by  her  then  intended  or 
any  future  husband,  as  tenants  in  common  in  tail,  and  then 
the  reversion  is  limited  back  to  the  settlor,  the  fistther  of  the 
lady,  in  fee.  There  are  also  trusts  declared  with  reference 
to  personal  estate,  (which  was  also  settled  by  the  fitther),  and 
with  reference  to  the  moneys  to  arise  from  a  sale  under  the 
power  in  question,  for  the  benefit  of  the  wife  for  life,  with 
remainder,  in  the  events  which  have  happened,  at  the  abso- 
lute disposal  of  the  wife,  by  will. 

Such  being  the  nature  of  the  settlement,  there  is  contained 
in  it  this  power.  [His  Honor  read  the  power  of  sale,  and 
the  direction  for  re-investment  of  the  purchase-money.] 

The  events  which  have  happened  are  these: — ^Previoudy 
to  the  sale,  the  validity  of  which  is  now  in  question,  the  lady 
had  had  children,  and  one  of  the  children  had  had  issu^ 
but  all  tlie  issue  were  spent.  There  was  no  child  or  issue 
of  the  marriage  existing  at  the  time  of  the  sala  The 
lady  was  then  seventy  years  of  age,  and  of  course  it  was  im- 
possible she  should  have  future  children.  In  that  state  of 
circumstances  the  sale  was  made  under  the  power,  and  the 
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question  I  have  to  consider  is,  whether  the  power  was  then 
a  valid  power,  capable  of  being  exercised  under  the  circum- 
stances I  have  mentioned. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  power  was  valid  in  its 
creation.  After  the  cases  of  Powis  v.  Capron  (a)  and  War- 
ing  V.  Coventry,  before  Sir  John  Leach,  besides  that  of 
BiddU  V.  Perkins  (b)  previously  decided  by  Sir  L,  ShadweU, 
and  several  other  cases  decided  subsequently  to  the  same  ef- 
fect, it  is  plain,  whatever  doubts  may  have  been  suggested 
by  Lord  Eldon'a  remark  in  Ware  v.  Polhill  (c),  that  a  col- 
lateral power  of  sale  qontained  in  a  settlement  by  which 
estates  tail  are  created,  is  manifestly  good  in  its  creation, 
inasmuch  as  it  is  in  the  power  of  any  of  the  tenants  in  tail 
to  destroy  by  means  of  a  recovery  the  power  so  created.  So 
far,  therefore,  as  the  original  creation  of  the  power  is  con- 
cerned, there  is  no  doubt  that  it  was  properly,  validly,  and 
effectually  created. 

In  the  events  which  have  happened,  however,  the  issue 
has  been  spent,  and  there  is  a  physical  impossibility  of  the 
lady  having  future  issue;  and  assuming  that  I  am  obliged 
to  consider  that  to  be  the  case,  the  limitation  will,  with 
regard  to  the  real  estate,  stand  thus — a  limitation  to  the 
lady  for  life,  the  reversion  being  limited  to  her  father  in 
fea 

With  regard  to  the  doubt  suggested  by  Ware  v.  PolhUl, 
Lord  St  Leonards  has  said  (d),  and  it  has  been  repeated 
since  by  other  authors,  that  the  question  supposed  to  have 
been  decided  by  Lord  Eldon  in  that  case  did  not,  in  fact^ 
arise.  It  is  true  that  Lord  Eldon,  in  holding  that  the 
power  was  void,  put  it  as  a  ground  of  his  decision  that 
the  power  might  travel  through  minorities  for  centuries. 


JudgfMtU, 


(a)  Rolls,  May  6th,  1830;  4 
Sim.  138,  n.;  and  see  1  My.  &  K. 
852. 


(6)  4  Sim.  135. 

(c)  11  Ves.  257. 

(d)  2  Sugd.  Pow.  467*-469. 
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Still,  that  was  by  no  means  a  necessaiy  ground  for  the 
decision.  There  leaseholds  were  settled  as  well  as  fireeholds 
and  copyholds,  and  the  result  of  the  events  which  had  hap- 
pened was,  that  the  leaseholds  had  become  absolutely  vested 
in  an  infant  tenant  in  tail ;  and  the  question  was,  whether, 
after  the  estate  had  thus  become  absolutely  vested,  the 
power  could  be  exercised.  I  apprehend  there  can  be  no 
doubt  whatever,  and  Lord  8t  Leonards  seems  to  have 
arrived  at  that  conclusion  (a)  —  that^  when  what  I  may 
call  the  uses  of  the  settlement^  and  the  purposes  of  the  set- 
tlement^ are  spent^  the  power  is  no  longer  capable  of  being 
exercised ;  and  although  there  may  be  a  technical  di£Scul1y 
with  respect  to  the  power  being  collateral,  still  the  Court 
will  regard  the  purposes  of  the  settlement  as  in  &ci  ex- 
hausted ;  and  the  purposes  of  the  settlement  being  exhausted, 
and  the  power  having  been  created  solely  for  the  purposes  of 
the  settlement,  there  is  an  end  to  any  exercise  of  the  power 
which  could  operate  in  derogation  of  an  absolute  interest 
acquired  by  any  party  under  the  trusts  of  the  settlement 


The  observations  made  by  Lord  St.  Leona/rda  on  the 
case  of  Ware  v.  PdhiU  are  thesa  He  says,  "  The  case  was 
at  first  treated  as  an  authority  that  the  common  power  of 
sale  and  exchange  was  void  as  too  remote,  if  it  were  not  ex- 
pressly confined  to  lives  in  being  and  twenty-one  years 
afterwards.  But  it  is  clear  that  Lord  Eldon  did  not  mean 
to  impeach  the  validity  of  such  powera  Such  a  power 
does  not,  like  the  power  in  Ware  v.  PolhiU,  operate  to  de- 
feat the  estate  of  the  minor  tenant  in  tail,  but  tram^sfers  it 
fix)m  one  property  to  another.  He  is  still  tenant  in  tail, 
whereas  in  Ware  v.  PoUiiU  the  effect  of  a  sale  might  be 
to  defeat  altogether  the  estate  of  the  representative  of  a 
person  who  died  entitled  to  a  vested  interest  in  the  abso- 
lute property  "  (a). 


(a)  2  Sugd.  Pow.  468,  && 
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The  cases  I  have  referred  to  before  Sir  John  Leach, 
which  were  preceded  by  Biddle  v,  Perkins  {a),  before 
Vice-Cbaxicellor  Sir  L.  ShadweU,  and  have  been  followed 
by  other  cases,-  have  clearly  decided  that  where  an  estate 
tail  is  created  the  power  is  valid,  and  the  doctrine  is  now 
extended  a  step  farther  by  the  case  of  Boyce  v.  Hannvng  (6). 
There  the  limitation  was  to  the  use  of  the  husband  for  life, 
with  remainder  to  trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remain- 
ders, with  remainder  that  the  wife  surviving  might  receive 
a  rentcharge,  with  remainder  to  the  children  or  remoter 
issue  of  the  marriage  as  the  husband  and  wife  or  the  sur- 
vivor should  appoint^  and  in  default  of  appointment  to  the 
use  of  all  the  children,  their  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  in 
equal  shares  as  tenants  in  common,  with  executory  limita- 
tions over  to  others  in  case  any  child  died  under  twenty- 
one  without  leaving  issue,  and  if  no  child,  or  if  all  died 
under  twenty-one  without  leaving  issue,  then  over.  It  was 
argued  that  the  power  was  bad  upon  the  groimd  that  it 
was  not  the  common  case  of  a  limitation  in  tail,  so  that  the 
power  could  be  sustained  as  being  a  power  which  could  be 
defeated  by  a  recovery  suffered  by  the  tenant  in  tail,  but  it 
was  in  effect  a  power  unlimited  and  incapable  of  being 
defeated,  in  consequence  of  the  subsequent  limitation  being 
in  fee.  It  being  a  case  from  this  Court  we  have  only  the 
certificate  of  the  Judges  upon  the  question,  and  the  cer- 
tificate was  as  follows : — ^^  This  case  has  been  argued  be- 
fore us ;  we  have  considered  it,  and  are  of  opinion  that  un- 
der the  said  power  of  sale  the  Plaintiflfe,  Henry  Boyce  and 
Oeorge  MiU,  with  such  consent  of  the  Plaintiffs  as  required 
by  the  said  power,  can  sell  and  make  a  valid  assurance  of 
the  said  premises  to  the  said  Defendant*'  The  arguments 
there  used  in  favour  of  the  validity  of  the  power  were, 
first,  that  the  power  might  be  apportioned ; — ^that,  at  all 
events,  whatever  objection  there  might  be  to  it  with  re- 


Judgmcat. 


(a)  4  Sun.  135. 


{h)  2C.&J.334. 
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ferenoe  to  its  indefinite  extent,  it  might  be  upheld  if  ex- 
ercised during  the  lifetime  of  the  tenant  for  life;  and, 
secondly,  that  if  it  could  not  be  so  apportioned,  still,  being 
given  "  to  the  trustees  or  trustee  for  the  time  being,**  and 
not  to  the  parties  nominatim,  it  existed  only  during  the 
trust ;  and  from  the  whole  provisions  of  the  instrument  it 
might  be  gathered  that  the  power  in  the  trustees  was  in- 
tended to  be  confined  to  the  life  of  the  tenant  for  life  and 
the  minority  of  the  children,  so  as  to  be  within  the  limits  of 
the  rule  in  question.  The  latter  argum^at  seems  to  me 
to  concur  with  the  view  taken  by  Lord  St  Leonards  that 
the  Court  will  look  to  the  whole  intent  and  purpose  of 
the  settlement,  in  order  to  extend  the  exercise  of  the  power 
to  the  objects  of  the  settlement.  Therefore,  whether  the 
remainder  in  fee  of  the  estate  to  which  the  power  is  col- 
lateral is  limited  so  as  to  depend  upon  estates  tail  Qn 
which  case  the  power  is  upheld,  as-  in  Waring  y.  Coventry, 
upon  the  grotind  that  it  can  be  defeated  by  any  tenant  in 
tail),  or  whether  that  remainder  in  fee  or  reversion  in  ke 
is  limited  in  some  other  manner,  and  so  as  not  to  de- 
pend by  way  of  remainder  on  an  estate  tail  (in  which  case 
whenever  that  estate  in  fee  vests  in  possession  the  whole 
object  and  purpose  of  the  settlement  is  at  an  end  and 
the  power  ceases) — ^in  either  case  the  power,  although  not 
in  terms  restrained  to  lives  in  being  and  twenty-one  years 
afterwards,  is  a  valid  power,  and  is  not  affected  by  the 
rule  against  perpetuities. 


The  diflSculty  that  pressed  most  upon  my  mind  was  occa- 
sioned by  an  observation  of  Mr.  Preston  in  his  book  on  Ab- 
stracts of  Title  (a).  He  says,  "  For  these  reasons,*'  speaking 
of  powers,  "  it  seems  that  the  common  power  of  sale  and  ex- 
change in  marriage  settlements  and  wills,  though  not  pre- 
scribed to  be  exercised  within  a  given  period,  is  good  as  to 


(a)  Vol.  2,  p.  168. 
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the  estates  for  life,  because  as  to  them  the  power  falls  with- 
in the  limited  period,  and  also  as  to  estates  tail,  because  the 
power  may  be  barred  by  any  tenant  in  tail,  and  is  void  as 
to  the  remainder  or  reversion  in  fee  when  it  falls  into  pos- 
session, or  is  discharged  from  the  estate  tail;  so  that  the 
power  will  fail  when  the  particular  estates,  perhaps  when  the 
estates  tail,  shall  determine/'    The  suggestion  seems  to  have 
occurred  to  his  mind,  that  it  might  be  just  possible  in  ad- 
justing these  powers  according  to  the  exigencies  of  the  set- 
tlement, that  where  estates  tail, — ^which  would  have  enabled 
any  tenant  in  tail  to  defeat  the  power  as  well  as  he  could  bar 
any  other  limitation  over, — ^have  been  determined,  a  question 
might  arise,  whether,  there  being  nothing  left  but  a  life  es- 
tate and  a  reversion  in  fee,  the  power  could  still  be  validly 
exercised.     But  when  the  case  is  brought  to  that  condition, 
it  fells  within  what  was  decided  in  Boyce  v.  Hanning,  where 
the  limitation  was  to  a  party  for  life,  with  remainder  over  to 
the  children  in  fee :  and  farther  than  that,  I  adopt  the  rea- 
soning of  Lord  St.  Leonards  in  considering  this  very  ques- 
tion.    He  says,  after  quoting  the  passage  I  have  read  from 
Mr.  Preston's  work:    "  The  point  is  not  without  difficulty. 
The  power,  although  limited  as  to  time,  is,  as  we  have  seen, 
good  for  the  lives  of  parties  living  at  the  date  of  its  creation, 
and  it  may  be  now  that  the  power  might  be  held  further  to 
exist  for  twenty-one  years  from  the  death  of  the  survivor  of 
the  Uvea    Where  the  power  is  to  be  exercised  by  or  with 
the  consent  of  a  tenant  for  life,  that  is  of  itself  a  lawful  limit 
— ^the  very  power  points  it  out — and  so  far  is  good.     If  the 
power  proceed  to  authorise  the  trustees  after  the  death  of 
the  tenant  for  life  and  during  the  minority  of  tenants  in 
tail  to  sell  or  exchange,  that  might  be  deemed  good  pro 
tanto,  that  is,  during  the  twenty-one  years  from  the  death 
of  the  tenant  for  life.     If  the  Court  should  go  further,  the 
power  might  travel  through  generationa     If  it  might  be 
exercised  legally  a/jainst  a  tenant  in  tail,  although  really  for 
his  benefit,  it  would  be  on  the  ground  that  the  tenant  in  tail 
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might  bar  the  power  if  he  pleased;  and  although  he  could 
not  do  60  during  his  minority,  when,  if  at  all,  the  power 
would  be  exercised  against  him,  yet  an  executory  limitation 
or  shifting  use  after  an  estate  tail,  is  open  to  the  same  objec- 
tion, for  the  event  may  happen  diuing  the  minority  of  the 
tenant  in  tail,  and  before  it  is  in  his  power  to  bar  the  entail, 
and  yet  long  after  the  legal  limit  to  such  limitations,  if  they 
are  not  preceded  by  an  estate  tail    It  would  be  difficult  to 
distinguish  the  cases.''    Then  he  says, ''  If  an  exercise  of  the 
power  after  lives  in  being  and  twenty-one  years  were 
allowed  on  this  ground,  it  of  course  could  not  be  avoided  as 
against  the  remainder,  or  reversion  in  fee,  when  that  faUs 
into  possession:  for  unless  the  power  continue  in  force  so  as 
to  carry  the  fee  it  cannot  be  exercised,  and  if  it  can,  the 
same  ground  that  gives  it  validity  against  the  estates  tail 
will  support  it  against  the  remainder  or  reversion,  so  that  an 
execution  of  the  power  previously  to  the  remainder  or  re- 
version in  fee  falling  into  possession  would  be  valid.     But 
clearly,  after  the  remainder  or  reversion  in  fee  had  fidlen 
into  possession,  the  power  could  not  be  exercised.     It  is  not 
improbable  that  the  power  may  be  sustained  throughout  its 
whole  range  "  (a).    He  there  seems  to  consider  the  real  test 
to  be,  that  the  moment  the  Court  finds,  as  in  Ware  v.  Polr 
hilly  the  effect  of  the  settlement  spent,  and  the  estate  vest- 
ed absolutely  in  possession  in  any  party,  it  will  not  allow  the 
power  of  sale  to  be  exercised;  but  as  long  as  the  trusts  of 
the  settlement  continue,  the  power  is  valid  for  all  the  pur- 
poses of  the  settlement.    Whether  the  absolute  interest — 
the  fee  simple  of  the  estate — ^is  limited  as  in  Warimg  v.  Co- 
ventry  after  estates  tail,  or  as  in  Boyce  v.  Hanning  after 
an  estate  for  life,   so  soon  as  the  fee  vests  in  possession, 
either  by  the  estates  tail  being  barred  or  otherwise,  the 
power  is  determined,  and  the  object  of  the  settlement  at  m 
end.     Till  then,  the  power  continues  valid,  and  may  be  ex- 
ercised so  as  to  carry  the  fee. 

(«)  2  Sugd.  Pow.  471,  472. 
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In  this  case  there  arises  a  difficulty  firom  the  apparent  ca- 
priciousness  of  the  character  of  the  settlement  But  I  must 
take  the  intention  of  the  settlor  to  be  well  expressed,  that 
so  it  shall  be.  The  caprice  consists  in  this,  that,  in  the 
events  which  have  happened,  and  it  being  clear  that  there 
can  be  no  further  issue,  the  result  of  the  exercise  of  the 
power  of  sale  is  to  change  the  devolution  of  the  property.  By 
the  limitations  of  the  estate  the  father  reserved  his  reversion 
in  fee  after  the  estate  tail  should  be  spent:  whereas,  in  the 
event  of  a  sale  under  the  power,  he  directed  the  proceeds  of 
the  sale  to  be  held  upon  trusts  which  carry  it,  in  the  events 
which  happened,  to  his  daughter  absolutely.  However,  I 
must  look  to  this,  that  the  settlor,  the  father,  in  making 
provision  for  his  daughter,  limits  it  in  this  way :  he  gives  the 
trustees  this  power.  He  may  have  thought  it  a  beneficial 
power  to  be  exercised  by  them, — a  trust  to  be  reposed  in 
them  to  be  exercised  as  they  might  think  fit  for  her  benefit^ 
during  the  continuance  of  the  trusts  of  the  settlement.  K 
they  thought  fit,  his  intention  was  that  it  should  be  in  their 
power  to  transfer  the  property  in  the  manner  I  have  de- 
scribed, by  a  sale  for  his  daughter's  purposes.  It  might  be 
beneficial  even  for  her  life  estate,  that  the  power  should  be 
exercised.  There  is  no  improper  motive  imputed  to  this 
trustee  in  the  exercise  he  has  so  made  of  this  power;  and  it 
appears  to  me,  that,  the  power  being  valid,  I  cannot  say,  on 
the  groimd  of  this  apparent  capriciousness,  that  it  has  not 
been  properly  exercised. 


1656. 
Lantbbebt 

V, 
COLLIEB. 

JudgmenL 


The  result  is,  that  the  power  was  valid,  and  has  been  pro- 
perly exercised — and  I  must  answer  both  the  questions  in 
the  special  case  in  the  affirmative. 


Decree  accordingly. 


CASES  IN  CHANCEEY. 


BEAVAN  V.  LORD  HASTINGS. 

Jwritdietum  1  HE  Plaintiff  5eav(m,  in  1845,  lent  1040t  to  Edward 

prumtatwe—  Astley,  Since  deceased,  who  was  a  natiiral-bom  subject  of  this 

^f^^  kingdom,  but  was  then  residing  in  Belgium,  and  was  in  want 

^    ;rT'r  of  money  to  enable  him  to  furnish  a  chateau  which  he  had 

iikin  having  taken  at  EnedleSy  in  Belgium:  and  for  this  loan  Edward 

in  JBdgivm,  Astlcy,  in  1845,  gave  to  the  Plaintiff  his  bond  and  warrant 

r^a^dper-  ^^  attorney,  upon  which  judgment  had  not  been  entered  up. 

sonal  property 

therwent  over  Edward  AsUcy  made  default  in  payment  of  the  said  sum 
^^J^^^  of  1040i.,  and  the  whole  of  such  sum,  with  a  large  arrear  of 
representation  interest,  was  Still  due.     Edward  Astley  continued  to  redde 

to  him  pur  et     ,  ,  ,  , 

simple,  which,  in  Belgi/um  down  to  the  time  of  his  death,  which  took 
llw  imp<MMd**  place  in  the  year  1846,  under  circumstances  cnsating  great 
upon  him  a      suspicion  that  he  had  been  murdered,  his  body  havinfir,  in 

personal  obli-  *^^  ^  .  7    . 

gation  to  pay  April,  1846,  been  found  with  marks  of  violence  upon  it>  in 
of  the  intestate  the  river  Ourthe,  in  Belgium.  He  died  a  bachelor  and  in- 
^fSmTi^t  testate,  and  he  left  Lady  Astley,  his  mother,  and  the 
of  the  assets.^  Defendant,  Lord  Hastings,  his  brother,  surviving  him,  and 
brother  after-  they  were  two  of  his  next  of  kin.  Edward  Astley  had,  at 
^to"tW8^^^^  the  time  of  his  death,  besides  his  chateau  at  EneiUes,  a 
did°not  tdte  ^^^^  fishing  cottage  at  Eotton,  on  the  banks  of  the  river 
possession  of  Ourthe,  and  both  the  chateau  and  this  fishing  cottage  con- 
^^En^dle-  tained  at  the  time  of  his  death  household  furniture,  and 
intMtate?a^^  Other  property  and  effects,  belonging  to  him,  of  considerable 
creditor  of  the  value.  Immediately  upon  his  death,  the  Belgian  Juge  de 
tained  letters  Paix  of  the  Canton  attended  at  both  of  the  said  residences 
tion  to  WmS^  of  the  intestate,  and  caused  seals  to  be  placed  on  his  effects 
^cW*thathe    ^^^  papers  there,  and  caused  the  chateau  and  fishing 

could  not  sue 

the  intestate's 

brother  in  equity  in  respect  of  the  personal  liability  which  he  had  so  incurred,  but  that 

his  remedy  to  recover  his  debt  was  at  law. 

Held,  also,  that  the  intestate's  brother,  as  he  had  not  taken  posaesaion  of  any  of  ihfi  Bug- 
lUk  property  of  the  intestate,  was  not  an  executor  de  son  tort. 
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cottage,  with  their  contents,  to  be  properly  taken  care  of 
for  the  benefit  of  the  relatives  of  the  intestate  entitled  to 
his  succession ;  and  information  of  the  death  of  the  intestate 
was  forthwith  transmitted  by  the  Belgian  authorities  to 
Lord  Hastmga  and  Lady  AsUey. 

Upon  receiving  such  information,  Lord  Hastings,  in  the 
same  month  of  April,  proceeded  to  EneiUes,  accompanied 
by  his  solicitor,  and  took  with  him  a  letter  of  recom- 
mendation to  the  legal  authorities  there  from  the  Bdgia/n 
Minister  of  the  Literior,  and  he  applied  to  the  several 
Juges  de  Paix  to  remove  the  seals  and  give  him  possession 
of  all  the  property  of  his  late  brother. 
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According  to  the  law  of  Belgiv/m,  which  is  founded  on 
the  Code  Napoleon,  there  are  two  modes  of  taking  succes- 
sion to  the  estate  of  a  deceased  person.  The  first  is  the  mode 
called  pur  et  simple,  which  makes  the  party  taking  the 
same  liable  for  all  the  debts  of  the  deceased,  whether  the 
value  of  the  estate  be  sufficient  for  pajnnent  of  the  debts  or 
not.  The  other  is  the  mode  called  sous  benefice  d'inven- 
taire,  in  which  case  the  person  who  takes  the  same  only 
becomes  responsible  for  payment  of  the  debts  of  the  deceased 
to  the  extent  of  the  assets  received.  Lord  Hasti/ngs,  on  the 
occasion  of  his  applying  to  the  Juge  de  Paix  of  the  Canton 
in  which  En&iUes  is  situate,  declared  himself  the  brother 
and  successor  of  the  said  Edward  AsUey,  deceased,  and 
demanded  th^  removal  of  the  seals  (levee  des  scell&i),  and 
the  delivery  of  the  property  to  him,  without  description  or 
inventory;  and  on  the  11th  of  April,  1846,  Lord  Hastings 
signed  the  proc^  verbal. containing  such  demand,  which 
was  thereupon  duly  restored  according  to  the  Bdgia/n  law. 

Accordingly,  on  the  11th  of  April,  1846,  the  Juge  de 
Paix  and  the  other  legal  authorities,  at  the  request  of  Lord 
Hastim^gs,  proceeded  with  him  to  the  chateau  and  caused 


726  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1856.  the  seals  to  be  removed  without  description  or  inventory, 
and  transferred  the  possession  of  all  the  property,  effects, 
and  papers  there,  which  had  belonged  to  the  said  Edivard 
AsUey  to  Lord  Hastmgs,  who  then  and  there  acknowledged 
SUaienmL  the  receipt  and  possession  of  the  same  by  him;  and  there- 
upon a  proc^  verbal  of  the  transaction  was,  on  the  same 
11th  of  April,  1846,  drawn  up  and  signed  by  Lord  Hastings 
and  by  the  Belgian  authorities,  and  duly  r^[istered  accord- 
ing to  the  Belgian  law.  Lord  Hastings  then  proceeded  to 
the  fishing  cottage  at  Hotton,  accompanied  by  the  Juge  de 
Paix  of  the  canton  in  which  Hotton  is  situate  and  other 
Belgian  authorities,  and  at  his  request  the  same  process  of 
removing  the  seals,  and  delivering  possession  to  him  of  the 
property  of  the  late  Edward  AsUey  at  Hotton,  without 
description  or  inventory,  was  gone  through. 

By  these  means  Lord  Hastmgs  made  himself  the  successor 
of  the  intestate,  taking  such  succession  pur  et  simple,  and 
obtained  possession  of  both  the  said  residences  at  EneiUes 
and  HoUon,  and  of  the  goods,  money,  furniture,  and  effects, 
which  were  in  the  same  at  the  death  of  the  intestate.  By 
the  mere  fact  of  declaring  himself  the  successor  and  taking 
possession  of  the  property  of  the  intestate  without  inventory 
as  aforesaid,  Lord  Hastmgs,  according  to  the  law  of 
Belgi/u/m,  was  deemed  to  have  accepted  the  succession  pur 
et  simple,  and  to  have  become  personally  liable  to  pay  the 
debt€i  of  the  said  intestate,  without  reference  to  the  value 
of  the  assets;  and  his  taking  possession  under  such  circum- 
stances was  in  the  nature  of  a  contract  that  he  woidd  per- 
sonally pay  all  the  intestate's  debts. 

Li  May,  1846,  he  gave  powers  of  attorney  to  certain 
persons  in  Belgium,  authorising  them  to  sell  all  the  real 
and  personal  property  of  the  intestate  there,  which  had 
since  been  dona 


The   Plaintiff,  as  a  creditor  of  the  intestate,  obtained 
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letters  of  administration  to  him  in  Englcmd,  and  filed  the 
bill  in  this  suit  against  Lord  Hastings  who  had  returned  to 
this  country,  praying  a  declaration  that  Lord  Hastings  had, 
by  the  proceedings  in  Belgium,  made  himself  personally 
liable  to  pay  the  Plaintiff's  demand,  and  that  Lord 
Hastings  was  accountable  to  the  Plaintiff  as  executor  de  son 
tort  of  EdAJoard  Astley, 
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Mr.  Cole  (Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  with  him),  for  the  Plaintifl^     Argumint, 
cited  Preston  v.  Lord  MdviUe  (a)  and  Wilson  v.  Lady 
Dv/nsoAfiy  (6). 

Mr.  Selwyn,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Freelmg,  for  the  Defendant, 
were  not  called  on. 


Vice-Chancellob  Sib  W.  Page  Wood:— 

I  think  that  it  is  a  misconception  to  suppose  that  there  is, 
in  this  case,  any  remedy  in  this  Court,  whatever  there  may  be 
elsewhera  Assuming  that  Lord  Hastings  took  possession 
of  all  the  property  of  the  intestate  in  Belgi/uvi,  in  the  capa- 
city of  his  heir  pur  et  simple,  so  that,  according  to  the  law 
of  Belgium,  he  became  personally  responsible  to  pay  all  the 
debts  of  the  intestate,  without  regard  to  the  amount  of  the 
assets,  I  looked  for  some  evidence  that  Lord  Hastings  had 
possessed  himself  of  any  property  in  Engla/nd  belonging  to 
the  deceased.  It  seems  that  he  has  not  done  so.  All  that 
he  took  possession  of  was  property  in  Belgium.  Assuming 
most  strongly  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff's  case,  that  Lord 
Hastings  actually  accepted  all  the  real  and  personal  pro- 
perty of  the  deceased  in  Belgium,  by  constituting  an  attor- 
ney to  sell  it  on  his  accoimt,  and  that  he  thereby  became  a 
debtor  to  every  creditor  of  the  intestate,  he  was  not  an 
executor  de  son  tort. 


Judyvfient. 


(a)  8  CL  &  F.  12. 


(b)  18  Beav.  293. 
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1856.  He  had  a  right  to  assert  his  title  as  heir,  and,  according 

to  the  PlaintiflF's  contention,  he  took  this  property  in  such  a 
manner  as  to  subject  himself  to  a  certain  liability,  as  though 
he  had  entered  into  a  quasi  contract  to  pay  every  creditor 
Judgrneni.  of  the  intestate;  but  that  engagement  does  not  entitle  the 
plaintiff  to  sue  him  in  this  Court  Lord  Eastmgs,  it  is 
said,  took  the  property  just  as  it  was,  and  made  himself 
liable  to  pay  the  debts,  therefore  there  is  no  account  of 
assets  to  be  asked  against  him.  How  can  that  be  a  case 
for  equitable  jurisdiction  ?  It  is  not  an  engagement  whidi 
a  creditor  requires  the  aid  of  this  Court  to  enforce,  but 
simply  a  legal  obligation  on  the  part  of  Lord  Hastmga  to 
pay  the  debts  of  the  deceased. 

It  was  argued  that  the  Plaintiff  is  not  only  a  creditor, 
but  also  the  administrator  of  the  effects  of  the  intestate,  and, 
therefore,  cannot  sue  himself;  the  bond  debt  due  to  him  is 
not  gone,  but  he  cannot  sue  himself  in  respect  of  the  testa- 
tor's asseta  But  this  is  not  a  demand  against  the  assets,  it 
is  a  demand  against  Lord  Haatvrws  in  respect  of  a  promise 
to  pay  made  by  him  under  the  law  of  Bdgvwni.  The 
Plaintiff's  remedy,  therefore,  must  clearly  be  by  an  action 
at  law  against  Lord  Hdstmga  on  the  special  assumpsit  irre- 
spective of  any  question  of  assets. 

Then  it  is  argued,  that  by  this  engagement  Lord  Had- 
vngs  subjected  himself  to  pay  all  the  debts  :  and  that  the 
Plaintiff  holds  English  property  as  a  trustee  for  all  the  cre- 
ditors ;  and  that,  in  order  to  relieve  that  property  firom  a  mass 
of  debts,  he  has  a  right  to  call  upon  Lord  Hastmga,  by  a 
suit  in  equity,  to  save  the  estate  in  Engh/nd  harmless,  by 
paying  at  once  all  the  creditors  to  whom  he  has  so  become 
liable.  But  I  should  require  authority  to  shew  that  Lord 
Hastvnga  has  constituted  himself  a  quasi  trustee,  for  his  lia- 
bility is  not  in  respect  of  assets  at  all,  but  is  a  mere  per- 
sonal liability. 

If  the  Plaintiff,  being  administrator  in  SngUmd,  wishes 
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to  sue  Lord  Hastings  at  law  in  respect  of  a  debt  due  from 
the  intestate  to  the  Plaintiff,  he  is  perfectly  at  liberty  to 
do  so,  and  the  other  creditors  of  the  intestate  may  do  the 
same.  Whatever  equity  might  possibly  arise  from  other 
creditors  suing  the  present  Plaintiff  and  his  claiming  a  right  Judgmeiu. 
to  have  the  debts  paid  by  Lord  Hasti/ngs,  that  is  not  the 
present  case.  Lord  Hastings  is  not  an  executor  de  son  tort, 
— ^he  is  sued  merely  in  respect  of  a  personal  contract  which 
he  has  entered  into, — and  upon  none  of  the  points  which  have 
been  raised  can  this  Court  assist  the  Plaintiff;  I  must,  there- 
fore, dismiss  the  bill  with  costs. 


DOODY  V.  HIGGINS. 

June  2Sth; 

John  ADAMS,  by  his  will  in  1811,  devised  and  be-   will— Con- 
queathed  all  his  real  and  personal  estate  and  effects  upon  ^^}^T^ 
trusts  for  the  benefit  of  his  wife  for  life,  and  after  her  de-  Bequest  of 
for  the  benefit  of  her  sister  Elizabeth  Bennett,  for  j^ext  ofKi 


life,  in  case  she  survived  his  wife  (which  event  happened) ;  ^JJl^JJ*^ 

and  llien  upon  trust  to  sell  and  call  in  his  securities  to  pay        ' — 

legacies:  and  aft-er  specifying  certain  pecimiary  legacies  the  of  personalty 

testator  proceeded  as  follows : — ^'  The  residue  of  my  estates  BonB^"  or'tleir 

I  estimate  at  about  6000^.,  which  be  it  more  or  less  it  is  ^^^^""^^^ 

my  desire  that  it  be  divided  equally,  share  and  share  alike,  "lieirs"  being 
,     1       #.  11       .  ,.!.*.  awordofsub- 

amongst  the  following  persons  or  their  heirs  for  ever :  to  stitution  and 

the  grandchildren  of  my  uncle  John  Ada/ms,  also  to  the  So^pe^nS^ 

grandchildren  of  my  uncle  Richard   WJieatley,  also  to  '"^'^4^**®' 

the  grandchildren  of  my  uncle  Samuel  Wheailey,"  neareat  of  kin 

in  blood,  but 
thoeewho,  un- 

After  the  death  of  EUzaheth  Bennett  in  January,  1852,  f^^e^fonSi 

a  claim  was  filed  by  two  of  the  grandchildren  of  So/mud  diffaibution 

*'  ^  of  the  personal 

eatatet  of  in- 
testates, would  have  been  entitled  to  the  personal  estates  of  such  persons  if  they  had  died 
intestate. 


VOL.  n. 


B  B  B 


K.  J. 
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Wheadey,  to  have  the  real  estate  of  the  testator  sold,  and 
the  produce  thereof  and  the  testator's  personal  estate  ad- 
ministered. 

The  hearing  of  the  claim  is  reported  in  Mr.  Hare's  Re- 
ports (a). 

By  the  decree,  dated  the  16th  of  November,  1852,  it  was 
declared,  that,  according  to  the  true  construction  of  the  will 
of  the  testator,  the  residue  of  the  produce  of  his  estates  and 
securities  for  money  became,  on  the  death  of  Elizabeth  Ben- 
netty  divisible  into  as  many  shares  as  the  total  number  of 
the  grandchildren  hereinafter  described  of  the  testator's 
uncles,  John  Adama,  Richard  WlieatUy,  and  Samud 
Wheatley,  mentioned  in  the  will,  (that  is  to  say),  such  grand- 
children as  were  living  at  the  time  of  the  testator's  death 
or  bom  afterwards  in  the  lifetime  of  Elizabeth  Beim^tt; 
and  that  upon  the  death  of  Elizabeth  Bennett  one  of  the 
shares  in  the  residuary  estate  vested  absolutely  in  each  of 
such  grandchildren  who  survived  Elizabeth  Bennett;  and 
that,  with  regard  to  each  of  such  grandchildren  who  died  in 
the  lifetime  of  Elizabeth  Bennett^  one  of  such  shares  vested 
absolutely  in  the  next  of  kin  of  such  grandchild  living  at 
the  time  of  the  death  of  such  grandchild,  and  if  more  than 
one  of  such  next  of  kin,  in  equal  shai'es  and  proportions. 

In  the  course  of  the  inquiries  it  appeared  that  one  of  the 
grandchildren  of  Samuel  Wheatley,  named  T/ionuis  Crofi, 
survived  the  testator,  and  died  in  the  lifetime  of  Elizabeth 
Bennett  without  issue,  leaving  a  widow  named  Ann  Croft, 
since  deceased,  a  sister  named  Ann  Parry ,  then  a  widow, 
and  two  nieces,  children  of  another  sister,  who,  as  well  as 
her  husband,  had  died  in  his  lifetime ;  viz.  Ann,  the  wife  of 
the  Petitioner  Newton,  and  Mary  Bridger, 


(a)  Vol.  9,  App.  p.  xxxii. 
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The  Chief  Clerk  certified  that  Aim  Parry  was  the  sole 
next  of  kin  of  Thomas  Croft,  and  that  she  had  assigned  her 
share  under  the  will  to  Hollatid  and  SoUom  by  way  of 
mortgage. 

By  the  order  on  further  directions,  the  residue  standing 
to  the  credit  of  the  cause  was  ordered  to  be  divided  into 
twenty-nine  equal  shares ;  and  it  was  ordered  that  one  of 
such  shares,  in  respect  of  the  share  payable  to  the  next  of 
kin  of  Thx/mas  Groft,  deceased,  should  be  carried  over  to  an 
account  intitled  "  The  account  of  the  next  of  kin  of  ThoTnas 
Croft,  deceased,"  without  prejudice  to  the  question  whether 
or  not  the  nearest  of  kin  of  such  deceased  person  are 
entitled  in  exclusion  of  any  person  or  persons  who  would 
be  entitled  to  share  therein  if  the  same  were  distributed 
under  the  Statutes  of  Distribution. 

Newton  and  his  wife  now  presented  a  petition,  praying 
that  the  sum  by  the  order  directed  to  be  carried  over  to  the 
account  of  the  next  of  kin  of  Thomas  Croft  might  be  dis- 
tributed amongst  the  petitioner  Newton,  Mary  Bridger, 
the  legal  personal  representative  of  Ann  Croft,  deceased, 
and  Ann  Parry  and  her  incumbrancers,  according  to  their 
rights  and  interests  therein. 

It  was  admitted  by  the  counsel  on  both  sides,  that  the 
following  words  contained  in  the  decree — "  And  if  more 
than  one  of  such  next  of  kin,  in  equal  shares  and  propor- 
tions,'' were  not  according  to  the  judgment  pronounced  by 
the  Court  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause. 


Statemmt. 


Mr.  Hobhouse  for  the  petitioners : —  Argument. 

The  Court  having  determined  at  the  hearing  that  the 
BB  B  2 
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WQris  -*  ir  tib=ir  h^irs  '  moist  be  coostraed  as  words  of  £ 
sccci!:ii:cL  azui  uie  -word  "*  hens  "  as  '*  heiis  aocording  to 
oocure  it  die  pr?psty  "^  'a-,  the  parties  entitled  to  tlus ] 
ji^r:j  Trticii  is  giTea  as  looQeT,  are  those  who  under 
sulZiijos  r':r  the  iistribacion  of  the  personal  estates  of  m 
ttScs  would  hare  been  entitled  to  the  personal  estate 
such  ZTkQficLiI'iren.  if  thej  had  died  intestate: 

The  pnzicfple  on  which  the  Court  takes  personalty,  1 
lK«|TieAth«d  to  oae  *  or  his  heirs/'  away  firom  the  heir-otr 
k  that  the  testator  intended  the  fvoperty  to  deyolve 
foccesson :  and  the  persons  who  would  take  personalty 
soccesa^on  are  not  the  nearest  of  kin  in  Uood,  but  the  i 
of  kin  in  the  ordinary  acceptation  of  that  term,  L  e.,  the 
soik»  entitled  under  the  Statutes  of  Distribution  :  Lowii 
T.  Stone  'i\  Gittings  t.  M'Dermott  (c),  Jacobs  v.  Jacobs 
Law  T.  Smith  ;>}. 

In  Elmdey  t.  Young  (/)y  the  testator  gave  in  tern 
"the  next  of  kin;"  here  he  has  given  in  terms  to  " 
heirs." 

Mr.  Honey  for  Holland  and  SoUom  (the  assignee 
Ann  Parry): — 

The  Court,  at  the  hearing,  determined  that  the  "  nex 
kin  "  were  the  parties  entitled.  The  words  of  the  judgn 
are,  "  the  word  *  heirs '  must  be  construed  according  to 
nature  of  the  property,  that  is,  next  of  kin  "  (gr).  Sulstil 
the  words  «  next  of  kin  "  for  the  word  "  heirs  "  in  the  i 
and  the  Court  would  be  compelled  to  hold  that  the  par 

(a)  Doody  T.  Higgins,  9  Hare,  (e)  2  Jar.,  N.  a,  344. 

App.  p.  XXXV.  (/)  2  My.  &  K.  78a 

{b)  4  Ves.  649.  (g)  Doodw  ▼.  HiggifU,  ubi 

,(c)  2  My.  &  K.  69.  pra. 
(cO  16  Beav.  667. 
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entitled  are  the  nearest  of  kin  in  blood  :  Ehnsley  v. 
TouTig  (a),  Withy  v.  Mangles  (6) ;  in  the  latter  of  which 
Lord  Cottenham  expressly  negatived  the  contention,  that 
"  the  term  *  next  of  kin/  used  simpliciter,  has,  by  a  technical 
or  conventional  construction,  obtained  the  meaning  of 
*  those  who  would  be  entitled,  in  case  of  intestacy,  under 
the  Statutes  of  Distribution,' "  and  held  that  it  "  must  be 
construed  in  its  natural  and  obvious  meaning  of '  nearest  in 
proximity  of  blood' " 

A  contrary  construction  would  let  in  the  widow,  who  is 
not  of  kin  at  all. 

He  cited  also  Booth  v.  Vicars  (c),  and  a  decision  of  Vice- 
Chancellor  Kmdersley  in  Re  Walton's  Trust  {d),  reversed, 
but  upon  an  indepeudent  ground,  by  the  Lords  Justices 
on  Appeal  (e),  in  which  the  husband  of  a  deceased  party, 
named  in  the  will  as  legatee,  had  been  excluded  from  taking, 
under  a  legacy  to  her  "  or  her  heirs  or  assigns." 

The  other  parties  interested  in  supporting  the  contention 
of  the  petitioners  did  not  appear. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  said  he  had  a  strong  impression 
in  favour  of  the  construction  for  which  the  petitioners  con- 
tended, but,  in  consequence  of  the  reference  at  the  bar  to 
the  decision  in  Re  Walton's  Trust,  he  should  reserve  his 
judgment 


Argiimcni, 


Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  : — 

The  question  raised  by  this  petition  is,  whether,  under  a     July  I2th. 

JudgmerU, 


bequest  to  the  grandchildren  of  certain   persons  named, 


(a)  2  My.  &  K.  780. 

(b)  10  CI.  &  F.  253. 

(c)  1  Coll.  6. 

(d)  Not  reported,  but  more 


fully  noticed  in  the  judgment  on 
this  petitioD,  p.  738. 
(e)  14  March,  1856. 
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followed  by  the  words  "  or  their  heirs  for  ever/' — ^the  Lord 
Justice  Tv/mer  having  already  decided,  when  the  cause  came 
before  him  as  Vice-Chancellor,  "  that  the  words  *  or  their 
heirs'  must  be  construed  as  words  of  substitution/'  and  not 
as  amounting  to  a  designatio  person®  ;  "  and  that  the  word 
'  heirs '  must  be  construed  '  heirs  according  to  the  nature  of 
the  property/  that  is,  next  of  km," — I  am  to  interpret  the 
term  *'  next  of  kin  "  as  the  ''  nearest  of  kin  in  blood,"  or  as 
"  the  persons  who  under  the  statutes  for  the  distribution  of 
the  estates  of  intestates  would  have  been  entitled  to  the 
personal  estates  of  the  grandchildren,  if  they  had  died  in- 
testate," in  which  case,  the  widow  of  a  grandchild  would  be 
included. 


I  had  very  little  doubt  upon  the  point  when  the  question 
was  argued.  It  appeared  to  me  that  the  only  process  of 
reasoning  by  which  the  Coiul  had  arrived  at  the  conclusion 
that  by  the  term  "  heirs  "  in  a  bequest  of  this  description, 
those  persons  who  have  been  termed  "  the  next  of  kin  "  were 
entitled,  was  this,  that,  as  in  a  devise  of  real  estate  to  one, 
or,  in  case  of  his  death,  to  his  heirs,  the  Court  interpreted 
the  word  "  heirs  "  as  denoting  those  who,  in  the  event  of  the 
devisee's  death,  would  be  entitled  to  succeed  to  real  estate, 
claiming  ab  intestato;  so,  in  a  bequest  of  personal  estate  in 
the  like  terms,  the  Court  would  interpret  the  word  "heirs" 
as  denoting  those  who  would  be  entitled  to  succeed  to  his 
personal  estate,  claiming  in  like  manner  ab  intestato. 

Some  doubt,  however,  was  thrown  upon  the  point  by  a 
decision  of  Vice-Chancellor  Kinderaley'e,  in  Re  WaUons 
Trusty  which,  as  stated  at  the  bar,  appeared  at  first  to  con- 
flict with  this  view,  but  which  I  find  to  be  quite  con- 
sistent with  the  current  of  authorities,  as  followed  by  the 
same  learned  Judge  in  the  case  of  Low  v.  Smith  (a). 


(a)  2  Jur.,  N.  S.,  344. 


CAS£8  IN  CHANCERY. 

Of  the  cases  cited  aa  authorities  upon  the  point,  the  first 
was  that  of  Lowndes  v.  St(me(a),  where,  there  being  a  resi- 
duaiy  bequest  of  personalty  to  "  next  of  kin  or  heir-at-law," 
Lord  Loughborough,  C,  said,  ''  on  one  side  it  is  contended 
that  '  next  of  kin '  means  '  heir-at-law ; '  on  the  other,  that 
*  heir-At-law '  means  '  next  of  kin/  It  must  be  distributed 
according  to  the  statute/'  That  case,  however,  is  open  to 
some  difficulty  as  an  authority,  in  consequence  of  the  dif- 
ferent views  which  have  been  taken  by  learned  Judges  as 
to  its  eflfect :  the  late  Vice-Chancellor  of  England  having 
inferred  from  it,  that "  the  Chancellor,  in  eflfect,  declared  that 
the  bequest  was  void  "(6);  whereas  Lord  (7o<fen^m  considered 
the  words  "  next  of  kin  or  heir-at-law  "  as  implying,  when 
taken  together,  "  heirship  according  to  the  nature  of  the 
property,"  and  therefore  as  "  intimating  an  intention  that 
the  nde  of  the  statute  should  prevail  "(^  )•  Therefore,  I  must 
not  rely  too  much  upon  that  case  as  an  authority. 

But  in  a  late  case  before  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  that  of 
Jacobs  V.  Jacobs  (cZ),  I  find  an  express  decision  upon  the 
point  There,  under  a  bequest  of  a  residue  to  be  equally 
divided  between  certain  persons  named  "  or  to  their  heirs,'* 
one  of  such  persons  having  survived  the  testatrix,  and  died 
leaving  a  widow  and  children,  the  present  Master  of  the 
Rolls  held  "  that  the  next  of  kin,  according  to  the  statutes," 
of  the  deceased  person,  "  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  were 
entitled,  and  that  they  took  as  tenants  in  common,  and  in 
the  proportions  fixed  by  the  statute,"  therefore  including 
the  widow. 

In  Mounsey  v.  Blamire  (e),  under  a  bequest  in  these 
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1856. 


Judgment. 


(a)  4  Vea.  649. 

(6)  Per  Sir  L.  Shadwdl,Y,  C.  E., 
in  WaiU  v.  Templar,  2  Sim.  640; 
and  see  Lord  Commissioner  Bo- 
sanquet  in  Elftuley  v.  Young,  2 
My.  &  K.  794. 

(c)  Per  Lord  CoUenham,  C,  in 


Wither  V.  Mangles,  10  CI.  &  F.  253; 
and  see  2  My.  &K.  794;  and  Lord 
Brougham,  C,  in  Oittings  v 
APDermoU,  2  My.  &  K.  76. 

(flO  16Beav.667. 

(«)  4  Russ.  384. 
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words : — "  to  my  heir  4000{./'  it  was  held,  as  it  waa  after- 
wards held  in  De  Beauvoi/r  y.  De  Beauvovr(a),  that  coheiri 
were  entitled,  the  word  "  heirs  "  being  used  as  a  deeignatio 
persons.  But  in  the  course  of  his  judgment  ^  John 
Leach,  M.  R,  says :  —  "  Where  the  word  *  heir '  is  \ised 
to  denote  succession,  there  it  may  be  well  understood  to 
mean  such  person  or  persons  as  would  legally  succeed  to 
the  property  according  to  its  nature  and  quality/^  (tibat  in 
the  case  of  personal  property  would  of  course  include  a 
widow),  ''  as  in  Vaux  v.  Henderson,  which  has  been  prin- 
cipally relied  upon  in  the  argument,  and  in  the  jkmiliar 
case  of  a  gift  of  personal  property  to  a  man  and  his  hebs.'' 
He  then  goes  on  to  say,  that  where,  on  the  other  hand,  tbe 
word  is  used,  not  to  denote  succession,  but  to  describe  a 
legatee,  and  there  is  no  context  to  explain  it  otherwise,  then 
the  Court  will  not  depart  from  the  strict  sense  of  tbe  word 
"  heir :" — a  remark  which  does  not  apply  to  the  present 
case,  the  decision  of  Lord  Justice  Turner  in  this  case 
having  determined  that  in  the  will  before  me  the  w<»d 
"  heirs  "  is  not  used  to  describe  a  legatee,  and  is  not  to  be 
taken  in  its  strict  sense.  The  decision  in  MouTisey  v. 
Bla/mire  is  inapplicable  to  the  present  case ;  but  it  is  clear 
from  what  I  have  read  that  Sir  John  Leach's  view  waa; 
that  in  a  case  like  the  present  the  parties  entitled  would  be 
"  such  persons  as  would  legally  succeed  to  personal  pro- 
perty "  claiming  ab  intestate. 


So  in  Gittings  v.  M'Dermott  (6),  where  there  was  a  resi- 
duary bequest  to  each  of  the  testator's  sisters  Mary  and 
Sarah,  "  and  upon  their  deaths  respectively  to  their  heirs," 
Mary  and  Sarah  having  died  during  the  testator's  life,  Sir 
John  Leach,  M.  R,  was  of  opinion  that  the  residuaiy  gift 
did  not  lapse  upon  their  deaths,  but  that  it  went  **  to  those 
who  would  have  taken  it  by  succession  had  the  persons  to 


(a)  3  H.  L.  Cas.  624. 


(6)  2  My.  &  K.  69. 
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whom  the  life  interest  was  given  survived  the  testator  "  (a). 
They  again  would  be  the  widow  and  other  persons  entitled 
under  the  Statutes  of  Distribution.  And  Lord  Broughwm 
expressed  himself  to  the  like  effect  in  the  same  case  when 
it  came  before  him  on  appeal,  speaking  of  "  the  heir  of 
the  personalty ''  (6)  as  the  person  entitled ;  and  again  in  a 
subsequent  page  he  adds  this — "  It  may  be  further  observed, 
that  giving  to  ^.,  and  on  his  death  to  his  heirs,  refers  to 
two  things  which  must  take  place  without  any  such  pro- 
vision,— the  death  of -4.,  and  his  heirs  taking  after  him,  that 
is,  the  property  going  to  those  to  whom  the  law  gives  it;  so 
that  it  is  only  saying  '  let  those  take  it  who  may  be  entitled 
to  take  it '''(c). 

And  so  again  in  Withy  v.  Mangles  (d),  Lord  CoUenham, 
C,  speaks  of  "  heirship  according  to  the  nature  of  the  pro- 
perty." He  says,  "  A  testator  may  indeed  so  express  him- 
self as  to  intimate  an  intention  that  the  rule  of  the  statute 
should  prevail,  as  in  Stamp  v.  Cooke.  So  in  Lowndes  v. 
Stone,  a  gift  of  the  residue  of  the  estate  and  effects  to  'next 
of  kin  or  heir  at  law,'  was  held  to  include  nephews  with  an 
uncle,  the  words  implying  heirship  according  to  the  nature 
of  the  property." 

What  the  Court  says,  therefore,  in  cases  of  this  kind,  is  in 
effect  this: — "We  cannot  give  it  to  the  heir  at  law — there- 
fore we  give  it  to  those  who  would  have  taken  personal  estate 
claiming  by  succession  from  the  legatee,  as  ab  intestate." 

And  so  in  Low  v.  Smith  (e),  which  was  a  stronger  case 
than  the  present,  because  there  the  word  "  equally"  occurred 
in  the  will,  whereas,  here  it  occurs  only  in  the  decree,  and 
where  it  is  now  admitted  to  have  been  inserted  inadver- 
tently, and  not  by  the  direction  of  the  Judge.     In  Low  v. 
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(a)  2  My.  &  K.  73. 

(6)  Id.  76. 

(e)  2  My.  &  K.  81. 


(d)  10  a.  &  F.  253. 
(«)  2Jur.,N.S.,344. 


788 


1866. 


Judgment, 


CASES  IN  CHANCEBT. 

Smith  the  direction  was,  "  and  at  his  death  to  be  equally 
divided  among  his  l^al  heir%"  and  Yioe-Chanoellor  Kiilr 
deraley  held,  that  "  heirs"  meant  next  of  kin  under  the 
statute,  and  not  next  of  kin  simpliciter,  notwithstanding  the 
effect  of  the  decree  was  to  give  one  third  to  the  widow  and 
two  thirds  to  the  daughter  of  the  deceased.  That^  there- 
fore, is  an  express  decision  under  stronger  circumstances 
than  those  in  the  present  casa 

With  regard  to  the  decision  of  the  same  learned  Judge  in 
Re  Walton  8  Trust,  I  find  the  facts  in  that  case  to  have  been 
these  :  real  estate  and  residuary  personal  estate  were  given 
by  will  to  trustees,  upon  trust  for  the  testator's  wife,  and 
after  her  decease  to  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds  divided  equally 
between  the  testator's  children  (nominatim),  "or their  heirs 
or  assigna"  The  yioe-Chancellor,  reading  this  as  a  sub- 
stitutional gift  (the  Lords  Justices  took  a  different  view  of 
it  when  the  case  came  before  them  on  appeal),  decided  in 
fftvour  of  the  children  of  a  daughter  who  had  died  in  the 
interval  between  the  death  of  the  testator  and  that  of  the 
tenant  for  life,  and  against  her  husband,  who  claimed  his 
wife's  share  as  her  administrator.  But  that  decision  was 
upon  a  point  totally  distinct  from  that  now  under  considera- 
tion. The  husband  does  not  take  by  succession, — ^he  is  not 
entitled  under  the  Statutes  of  Distribution,  but  by  virtue 
of  his  marital  right — a  right  distinct  from  and  paramount 
to  the  Statutes  of  Distribution  (a).  And  under  a  bequest 
to  a  woman,  and  in  the  event  of  her  death  to  her  heirs, 
taking  the  word  '  heirs'  as  equivalent  to  *  the  persons  who 
under  the  Statutes  of  Distribution  would  be  entitled  to  suc- 
ceed to  her  personal  property,'  her  husband  would  be  ex- 
cluded. I  have  had  an  opportunity  of  consulting  the  learned 
Judge  by  whom  Re  Walton's  Trust  was  decided,  and  I 
find  that  he  had  no  intention  whatever  of  departing  fix)m 
the  general  current  of  authorities  as  I  have  stated  them. 


(«)  See  Mi(n€  v.  (Hlhart,  2  De  G.  M*N.  &  G.  716. 
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Mr.  Horsey  said,  that,  had  the  Court  found  in  this  will  the 
words  "  next  of  kin ''  instead  of  the  word  "  heirs,"  then  ac- 
cording to  EVmsley  v.  Young  (a),  and  Withy  v.  Mangles  (6), 
it  must  have  held  that  none  could  take  but  the  next  of 
kin  in  blood.  My  answer  to  that  argument  is,  that  I  do 
not  find  the  words  *  next  of  kin'  in  the  will.  When  found 
in  a  will  they  must  be  construed  as  he  contended.  When 
they  are  used  by  the  Court,  I  am  at  liberty  to  inquire  who 
are  the  persons  the  Court  intended  to  denote  by  them ; 
and  upon  the  authorities  I  find  the  Court  must  have 
intended  to  denote  by  them,  as  it  does  in  the  common  in- 
quiry as  to  "  next  of  kin  "  of  an  intestate,  such  persons  as 
would  have  been  entitled  to  succeed  to  the  personal  pro- 
perty of  the  deceased  in  case  he  had  died  intestate,  includ- 
ing a  widow  (c). 

The  decision  of  Lord  Justice  Knigkt  Bruce,  when  V.  C, 
in  Booth  v.  Vicars  (d),  was  upon  the  express  words  of  that 
particular  will. 


It  being  admitted  by  the  counsel  on  both  sides,  that  the  declara- 
tion in  the  decree,  ''and  if  more  than  one  of  such  next  of  kin,  in  equal 
shares  and  proportions,"  was  not  according  to  the  judgment  pronounc- 
ed by  the  Court  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  Declare,  thai  the  altema- 
tivo  gift  to  the  heirs  of  the  grandchildren  named  in  the  will  is  a  gift 
to  the  persons  who,  under  the  statutes  for  the  distribution  of  the 
personal  estates  of  intestates,  would  have  been  entitled  to  the  per- 
sonal estates  of  such  grandchildren  if  they  had  died  intestate.  Qive 
directions  for  payment  to  the  parties  entitled  on  the  principle  of  the 
above  declaration,  &c. 


Minute  of 
Decree. 


(a)  2  My.  &  K.  780. 
(6)  10  CI.  &  F.  253. 
(c)  The  Vice-Chancellor  refer- 
red to  a  paper  in  the  Law  Maga- 


zine, Vol.  61,  containing  a  collec- 
tion of  the  authorities  on  this  sub- 
ject. 

{d)  1  CoU.  6. 
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Mayeth;  BENNETT  V.  MARSHALL: 

June  \ijth, 

wm--Lateiu  John  RICHARDS,  by  his  wlU  in  1828,  devised  (inter 

P€^aBMmee  *^*)  ^  ^Uows :  "  I  give  and  bequeath  my  said  two  estates 

—(MriHiam  ^^d  two  houses,"  referring  to  property  previously  menticmed 

-^  in  his  will,  "  unto  my  first  cousins  on  my  mother's  side 

W^amMar-  {^o/H!  Richards,  bom  Marshall),  unto  WilUam  Marshall 

ihall,  my  b6-  jjjy  second  cousin,  and  unto  Mr.  Thomas  Bennett  son  of 

oond  cousin.  "^ 

Testator  had  WUUo/m,  of  Exeter,  to  be  shared  and  divided  between  them 
sin  BO  named,  xny  first  cousins,  second  cousin,  and  Thomas  Bennett,  in 
two firrtrou-    ®^^  portions,  share  and  share  alike." 

aina  once  re- 
named' Wil-  It  appeared  by  the  Chief  Clerk's  certificate,  that  the  tes- 
theo^CT****  ^^^  ^^^  ^®  second  cousin  named  William  Marshall,  but 

named  jTtf-      that  he  had  two  first  cousins  once  removed,  one  named 

Itam  John  Bo- 

bertBlan^ford  William  Marshall  simpliciter  (who  was  a  Defendant),  the 

Jidd,  a  lai^t    other  named  William  John  Robert  Blandford  Marshall 

ambiguity, 

and  parol  evi- 

denca  admit-         The  question  which  of  these  two  was  intended  by  the 

ted  to  dlssolTe 

it.  testator  by  the  above  description,  was  reserved   for  the 

opinion  of  the  Court 


Arffument.         ^'  Jo/mes,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Metcalfe,  for  the  Plaintiff 

Mr.  Cairns,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  C.  Barber,  for  the  Defendant 
William  Marshall : — 

Ex  concessis  the  words  "  second  cousin''  must  be  taken 
to  mean  "  first  cousin  once  removed."  Substituting  the 
latter  for  the  former,  the  will  runs  thus: — "  To  William 
Marshall,  my  first  cousin  once  removed,"  and  then  the  ques- 
tion is  at  an  end,   there  being  a  person  who   precisely 
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answers  the  description :  ATtdrewa  v.  Dobson  (a),  Ddmare        1866. 
V.  Robdlo{b)y  JarTimn  on  Wills,  vol.  L,  pp.  365,  366,      bbnnbtt 
citing  Holmes  v.  Cu8tcmce{c),  in  addition  to  the  above; 
Bemasconi  v.  Atkhison  (d). 


Mr.  C.  Hall,  in  the  absence  of  Mr.  Rolt,  Q.  C,  for  the  heir 
at  law  of  William  John  Robert  BUmdford  MaraliaU,  who 
had  died  intestate : — 

Parol  evidence  is  admissible,  even  upon  the  authorities 
cited,  for  it  is  not  true  that  there  is  any  one  to  answer  pre- 
cisely the  description  in  the  will,  taking  that  description  as 
it  stands.  The  Defendant  has  introduced  parol  evidence 
to  shew  that  there  was  no  second  cousin  named  WiUia/ni 
MarahaU.  Having  done  this,  he  cannot  now  be  heard  to  ex- 
clude parol  evidence  to  displace  the  ambiguity  he  has  thus 
occasioned.  "  From  the  moment  that  latent  ambiguity  is 
produced  in  the  only  way  in  which  it  can  be  produced, 
namely  by  parol  evidence,  it  must  be  dissolved  in  the  same 
way :"  Per  Lord  Eldon  in  Deknare  v.  RobeUo  (e). 

Judgment  reserved. 


V, 

Marshall. 


Argument* 


Vice-Chanckllor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  : — 

The  question  in  this  case  is,  whether  under  a  devise  "  To 
William,  MarahaU,  my  second  cousin," — the  testator  hav- 
ing no  second  cousin  so  named,  but  having  two  first  cousins 
once  removed,  one  named  William,  MarahaU  simpliciter, 
the  other  named  William  John  Robert  Blandford  Mar- 
ahaU,— ^parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  shew  which  of  these 
persons  was  meant  by  the  testator. 

I  have  not  been  able  to  find  any  authority  in  point ;  but 


(a)  Cox,  426. 

{b)  1  Veajim.412. 

(e)  12  Veg.  279. 


(d)  10  Hato,  345. 
(tf)  1  Ve8.jim.415. 


Jun£  lOth. 
Judgment, 
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1866.         I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  I  ought  to  admit  this 
evidence. 

I  do  not  think  that  the  mere  circumstance  of  the  testator 
Judgment,  having  no  second  cousin  named  WUliam  MarahaU,  taken 
alone,  would  have  been  sufficient,  in  any  event,  to  let  iu 
parol  evidence.  Suppose,  for  instance,  the  devise  being  "  to 
WHliam  MarahaU,  my  second  cousin,''  the  fact  had  been 
that  the  testator  had  two  first  cousins  once  removed,  one 
named  William  MarahaU,  the  other  John  MarahaU;  in 
that  case  the  mere  circumstance  of  the  testator  having  no 
second  cousin  named  William  MarahaU,  ought  not  to  let 
in  parol  evidence,  because  John  MarahaU  would  not 
answer  the  description  in  the  will  at  alL 

But  here,  there  is  more  than  the  mere  circumstance  of 
the  testator  having  no  second  cousin  named  William 
MarahaU.  WiUiam  John  Robert  Blandford  MarahaU 
does  answer,  in  a  way,  the  description  in  the  wilL  He  is 
capable  of  being  described  as  William  MarahaU,  and  the 
question  is,  whether  there  is  not  a  latent  ambiguity  arising 
from  the  circumstance  of  there  being  two  persons,  both 
capable  of  being  so  described. 

In  Lord  Cheyney'a  case  (a)  I  find  this  laid  down  :  "  If 
a  man  has  two  sous,  both  baptized  by  the  name  of  John, 
and  conceiving  that  the  elder  (who  had  been  long  absent) 
is  dead,  devises  his  land,  by  his  will  in  writing,  to  his  son 
John  generally,  and  in  truth  the  elder  is  living ;  in  this 
case,  the  yoimger  may,  in  pleading  or  in  evidence,  allege  the 
devise  to  him ;  and  if  it  be  denied^  he  may  produce  witnesses 
to  prove  his  father's  intent^  that  he  thought  the  other  to  be 
dead ;  or  that  he,  at  the  time  of  the  will  made,  named  his 
son  John,  the  younger,  and  the  writer  left  out  the  addition 
of  the  younger." 

Now,  in  reference  to  what  is  laid  down  in  that  passage, 
it  is  to  be  observed,  that^  if  a  man  has  two  sons,  both  named 

(a)  5Rep.fol.68a. 
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Johriy  speaking  of  John  simpliciter,  he  would  be  presumed 
to  mean  the  elder.  As  in  the  common  case  of  a  father  and 
son,  both  having  the  same  Christian  name,  John  Smith, 
for  instance,  "  John  Smith  "  simpliciter  would  be  presimied 
to  mean  the  father.  Yet,  according  to  the  authority  I 
have  cited,  parol  evidence  would  be  admissible  to  prove 
which  was  meant 

The  precise  case  I  have  last  supposed  arose  in  the  case 
of  Jones  V.  Newmom{a).  There,  the  Defendant's  title 
arose  upon  a  will  which  devised  the  premises  to  John 
Cl/uer,  of  Calcot,  under  whom  the  Defendant  claimed.  The 
Plaintiff  gave  evidence,  that,  at  the  time  of  making  the 
will,  there  were  two  John  Cluers,  father  and  son,  contend- 
ing therefore  that  the  devise  was  to  the  father,  who  died 
before  the  testatrix,  and  so  the  devise  lapsed :  upon  this  the 
Defendant  offered  to  prove  by  parol  evidence,  that  the  tes- 
tatrix intended  to  leave  it  to  John  Cluer  the  son  ;  but  the 
Judge  would  not  suffer  it,  and  a  verdict  was  found  for  the 
Plaintiff.  '*  But  per  totam  CuHam"  says  the  report,  "  the 
Judge  was  mistaken.  The  objection  arose  from  parol  evi- 
dence, and  ought  to  have  been  encountered  by  the  same." 

There  is  some  analogy  between  that  case  and  the  pre- 
sent, in  this  respect  John  Cluer,  the  son,  was  still  John 
Cluer,  even  during  his  father's  life,  though  properly  to  be 
designated  with  the  addition  of  "  younger:"  and  so  William 
John  Robert  Blandford  Marshall  was  still  William  Mar- 
shall.  And  if  parol  evidence  was  admissible  to  shew  that 
John  Cluer,  the  son,  was  meant  by  the  testatrix,  by  the 
term  John  Cluer  simpliciter,  there  is  some  analogy  (subject, 
however,  to  the  peculiarity  of  this  case,  arising  from  the 
additional  Christian  names)  to  say  that  such  evidence  is 
admissible  here,  for  a  like  purpose. 

In  reference  to  the  peculiarity  arising  from  the  party  having 
several  Christian  names,  Cruise  (b)  cites  from  Brandon  this 
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(a)  1  W.  Blac.  60. 


(6)  4  Dig.  262. 
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passage : — "  Si  quis  binominis  faerit,  sive  in  nomine  proprio, 
siye  in  cognomine,  illud  nomen  tenendum  erit,  quo  solet 
frequentius  appeliari."  And  he  draws  this  inference: — 
"  Persons  who  have  several  Christian  names,  as  '  Hiomaa 
Henry'  &a,  frequently  use  only  the  first  name  ;  and,  in 
that  case,  if  they  are  described  in  a  deed  by  the  first  name 
only,  it  will  be  good  "  (a).  My  own  impression  is,  that  it  is  the 
common  practice,  where  a  person  has  several  Christian 
names,  to  call  him  by  the  first 

Then  in  a  will,  where — ^there  being  two  persons,  one  with 
several  Christian  names,  the  other  with  one  only,  that  one 
being  identical  with  the  first  Christian  name  of  the  former, 
— the  testator  devises  to  one  of  them  by  that  Christian  name 
only,  I  find  no  authority  for  excludiog  parol  evidence,  to 
shew  which  the  testator  meant  to  benefit 

It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  that  I  cannot  exclude  parol 
evidence  in  this  case  (6). 


Minute  of 
Decree, 


After  hearing  the  evidence  and  the  arguments  of  counsel 
on  both  sides,  the  Vice-Chancellor  said,  that  although,  if 
the  evidence  had  been  perfectly  balanced,  the  Defendant 
William  Marshall  would  have  been  entitled  under  the 
devise,  in  preference  to  William  John  Robert  BlSidford 
Marshall,  yet  having  regard  to  the  evidence  (which  he 
stated)  he  must  hold  that  the  latter  was  the  person  meant 
by  the  testator. 

Dkclark,  that,  according  to  the  true  constraction  of  the  will,  the 
estates  in  question  were  devised  to  (the  other  persons  named  in  the 
will  nominatim)  and  to  WiUiam  John  Robert  BUmdford  MarthaU, 
the  first  cousin  once  removed  of  the  testator,  it  appearing  that  the 
testator  left  no  second  cousin  named  ''  WiUiam  Mankall.^ 


(a)  4  Dig.  261. 

(6)  Mr.  C,  HaU  afterwards  men- 
tioned the  following  authorities. 


LordCamoys  v.  Blundell,  1  H.L 
Ca.778;  2  Sheppard*8  Touch- 
stone, 233. 
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,  1866. 

TUCKER  uLAING.  j^^^^ 

This  was  a  suit  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  an  action  hj  Principal  and 
the  Defendant  Lamg  against  the  Plaintiff  upon  his  liability  ^^"^^^ 
as  a  surety,  the  Plaintiff  claiming  to  be  discharged  from  such  dmtjderaUm 

•^  —'AUeraUo^ 

liability  \mder  the  following  circiunstanoes : —  of  PotUim. 

A  letter  writ- 

In  1852,  the  Defendant  Lai/ng  lent  to  Cha/des  Jomb  ^  ^^^^ 

5001. ;  and  tiie  Plaintiff  as  a  surety  only,  and  without  any  bond  creditor 

con^deration  for  so  doing,  joined  the  said  Jones  and  one  pai  obl^^ 

Chitty  in  a  joint  and  seyeral  bond,  dated  the  Ist  day  of  ^^^^T* 

April,  1852,  whereby /oTi^,  the  PlaintiiBt  and  6%itty  became  5^*^^ 

jointly  and  severally  bound  to  the  Defendant  in  the  penal  my  the  bond 

sum  of  lOOOZ.,  to  be  paid  to  the  Defendant^  his  attorney,  oonditi^'of 

executors,  administrators,  or  asfflgna    And  by  the  defeasance  ^^52^^^ 

or  condition  of  such  bond,  after  reciting,  that,  by  an  inden-  wear  of  in- 

teroflt)  ftiid 
lure  bearing  even  date  with  the  said  bond,  and  made  be-  keeping  down 

tween  (7.  Jones  of  the  one  part,  and  the  Defendant  of  the  J^^  j^  f^ 

other  part,  in  consideration  of  the  advance  of  the  sum  of  Jure:— iTeW  - 
'^  •  tobeamere 

5002.  to  Jones  by  the  Defendant,  Jones  had  assigned  a  promiM  with- 

policy  of  assurance  upon  his  own  Ufe  for  the  sum  of  10002.,  ation,  and  not 

mider  the  hands  of  three  of  the  directors  of  the  Law  Life  thS^w^ 

Assurance  Society,  numbered  11,577,  and  dated  the  10th  that  the  oo- 
•^  obligor,  who 

day  of  July,  1845,  subject  to  redemption  on  payment  by  hadloined  in 

Jones,  his  executors,   administrators,  or  assigns,  to  the  surety^nij. 
Defendant,  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  of  the  ]^^S2^^^S 
sum  of  5001.,  with  interest  for  the  same  after  the  rate  of     it  ia  not 
5L  per  cent  per  annum,  on  the  1st  day  of  October  then  Son^fUapo- 

ntion  bj  the 
aot  of  the  creditor  that  diBoharges  the  surety.    To  have  this  effect,  the  alteration  moit  be 
such  as  interferes  for  a  time  with  his  remedies  against  the  principal  debtor. 

Where  the  creditor  knew  that  the  surety  was  negotiating  a  loan  for  the  principal  debtor, 
for  the  pnrpose  of  paying  off  therewith  the  debt  for  which  the  surety  was  jld>le,  and  thus 
getting  rid  of  such  liability,  and  the  creditor  promised  the  debtor  to  giTS  him  further  time, 
and  this  induced  the  surety  to  desist  from  his  attempt  to  raise  the  mon^: — HM,  that  the 
surety's  liability  to  the  creditor  was  not  dischaiged. 

VOL.  IL  C  C  C  K.  J. 
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next;  and  that  it  was  part  of  the  stipulation  of  such  advance 
of  5001,  to  Jon^d  that  the  repayment  thereof  with  interest^ 
should  be  further  secured  by  the  joint  and  several  bond  of 
himself,  and  the  Plaintiff  and  GhiUy;  it- was  declared,  that 
if  Jones,  the  PlaintifiF,  and  ChUty,  or  any  of  them,  their,  or 
any  of  their  heirs,  executors,  or  administrators,  should,  on 
the  1st  day  of  October  then  next  ensuing,  pay,  or  cause  to 
be  paid,  to  the  Defendant,  his  executors,  administrators,  or 
assigns,  the  sum  of  5002.,  with  interest  after  the  rate  of  5L 
per  cent  per  annum,  to  be  computed  from  the  date  of  the 
said  bond,  without  deduction,  being  the  same  sum  and 
interest  as  were  mentioned  and  intended  to  be  secured  by 
the  said  therein  recited  indenture  of  assignment^  then  and  in 
such  case  the  said  bond  should  be  void. 


In  J\me,  1852,  Chitty  died ;  and  about  twelve  months 
after  his  death,  the  Plaintiff,  having  heard  from  his  executors 
that  the  sum  of  5001,  had  not  been  paid,  urged  Mr.  Oenge, 
one  of  such  executors,  to  request  the  Defendant  to  call  iu 
his  money;  but  he  did  not  do  so. 

In  December,  1854,  Chialett,  a  solicitor's  clerk,  called  on 
the  Plaintiff  in  London,  and  stated  that  he  represented  the 
Defendant^  when  the  Plaintiff  stated  that  he  was  veiy 
anxious  that  the  money  should  be  called  in,  and  pressed  Chia- 
lett to  apply  to  Jones  for  it  The  Plaintiff  having  at  the 
same  time  been  informed  by  Chislett  that  the  policy  of 
assurance  had  not  been  kept  up,  urged  upon  him  the  im- 
portance of  procuring  such  policy  to  be  renewed;  whidi 
Chislett  promised  to  do. 


Considerable  correspondence  to  the  same  effect  afterwards 
ensued  between  the  Plaintiff  and  Chislett.  The  policy  was 
renewed,  but  the  interest  having  fallen  into  arrear,  on  the 
14fth  of  January,  1856,  Mr.  Stephens,  the  Defendant's  soli- 
citor, wrote  to  the  Plaintiff  to  insist  on  his  paying  the 
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Tprincipal  and  interest  due  on  the  bond.  The  Plaintiff 
thereupon  endeavoured  to  raise  the  necessary  money  on  the 
security  of  Jones  alone,  and  on  the  4th  of  February,  1856, 
he  agreed  with  the  Unity  Insurance  Office  for  a  loan  of 
<5002w  to  Jones  upon  certain  terms. 

Meanwhile,  however,  on  the  2nd  of  February,  1856, 
Chislett,  aa  the  agent  and  on  the  behalf  of  the  Defendant^ 
as  the  Plaintiff  asserted,  wrote  the  following  letter  to 
Jones : — 

*'  Sir, — ^Agreeably  to  your  request,  I  have  spoken  to  Mr. 
Laing  relative  to  the  paying  off  of  your  security,  and  he  is 
80  much  annoyed  at  the  trouble  which  both  he  and  myself 
have  had  in  obtaining  payment  of  his  interest^  as  well  as 
,  respecting  the  policy  not  having  been  properly  kept  up, 
that  he  would  much  rather  you  would  pay  off  the  amount 
than  allow  it  to  remain.  I  have,  however,  prevailed  on 
him  to  consent  to  let  it  ranain  eighteen  months  longer, 
if  you  will  be  prepared  at  that  time  to  pay  it  off;  and 
in  the  meantime  the  interest  must  be  regularly  paid.  I 
send  by  this  post  a  copy  of  this  letter  to  Mr.  Stephens,  and 
have  requested  him  to  see  you  on  the  subject  I  have  also 
directed  him  to  charge  U.  for  my  expenses  in  addition  to 
Lis  own;  and  you  will  please  to  pay  him  the  half  year's 
interest  due  1st  of  October  last,  122.  10a.  The  premiiun  of 
the  policy  becomes  due  on  the  10th  of  February  instant 
I  hope  nothing  will  prevent  this  being  paid,  and  you  will  be 
good  enough  to  direct  Mr.  Whittle  to  send  me  the  office 
receipt" 

Mr.  Stephens  informed  the  Plaintiff  of  this ;  and  in  conse- 
quence of  such  information  the  Plaintiff  took  no  further 
steps  in  reference  to  the  proposed  loan  by  the  Unity  Asso- 
ciation. Subsequently,  Jones  was  seized  with  a  serious  ill- 
ness, which  rendered  his  life  iminsurable.     The  Plaintiff  was 
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again  requested  to  pay  off  the  bond,  but  he  insisted  that  he 
was  discharged  by  what  had  taken  place;  and  an  action 
having  been  brought  against  him  upon  the  bond,  he  filed 
this  bill  to  restrain  it 


Afffument.  Mr.  EoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Wdford,  for  the  Plaintifl^  cited 
Eees  V.  Berrington  (a),  and  argued,  that  the  letter  of  C%i9- 
Utt  giving  time  to  the  principal  debtor  had,  according  to  the 
ordinary  rule,  released  the  surety;  and  that,  in  this  case, 
there  was  the  additional  reason  for  so  holding;  that  the  efifect 
of  that  letter  upon  the  Plaintiff  had  been  to  induce  him  to 
desist  from  a  negotiation  for  a  loan  to  the  principal  debtor, 
which  would  have  been  applied  to  disdiarge  the  debt^  and 
with  it  the  liability  of  the  surety;  and  the  mode  in  which 
it  was  then  intended  to  effect  this  object  had  since  become 
impossible. 

Mr.  WtUcock,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Freeling,  for  the  Defendant^ 
were  not  called  upon. 


Jud^mfvt.     Vicb-Chancellob  Sik  W.  Page  Wood  : — 

Upon  the  first  question,  whether  this  was  a  binding  con- 
tract giving  time  to  the  principal  debtor,  I  have  no  doubt 
whatever.  I  will  afterwards  consider  the  point  as  to  the 
alteration  of  position  of  the  surety.  The  debtor  being  bound 
to  pay  the  principal  money  and  interest,  all  that  occurred 
was,  that  the  Defendant's  agent  wrote  to  the  debtor  the  let- 
ter of  the  2nd  of  February,  1856.  [His  Honor  read  it] 
Now,  first  of  all,  assume — which  is  taking  a  view  more  un- 
favourable to  the  Defendant  than  I  should  do  without  fur- 


(a)  2  Vea.  jun.  640. 
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ther  consideration,  if  I  did  not  entertain  a  clear  opinion  that 
it  could  not  avail  the  Plaintiff — ^that  this  was  an  absolute 
offer  to  give  time  for  eighteen  months,  and  that  it  was  ac- 
cepted, the  terms  being  that  the  debtor  was  to  pay  off  an 
arrear  of  interest,  and  to  pay  the  interest  regularly  in  future, 
what  consideration  was  given  for  it?  Nothing  is  stipulated 
to  be  done  by  the  debtor  which  he  was  not  already  bound 
to  do.  The  letter  may  indeed  well  bear  a  different  construc- 
tion from  that  which  I  have  assimied.  It  would  be  very 
questionable  whether  I  could  hold  upon  the  evidence,  that 
the  offer  was  accepted,  unless  the  arrear  of  interest  actually 
due,  and  the  expenses,  were  paid.  However,  it  is  not  ne- 
cessary to  consider  that  pointy  for  at  most  the  letter  is  sim- 
jij  a  promise,  without  consideration,  that  the  creditor  will 
not  sue  the  principal  debtor  for  eighteen  months  longer, 
which  did  not  bind  the  creditor  either  at  law  or  in  equity, 
and  he  would  have  been  at  liberty  to  sue  the  debtor  the 
next  day,  and  there  could  not  have  been  any  relief  by  way 
of  injunction  against  such  an  action. 


1850. 


Judgment, 


This  point  was  considered  by  Lord  Lyndhurst  in  Blake 
V.  White  (a),  in  which  case  he  held,  that  a  bond  creditor  had 
given  time  to  the  debtor  by  taking  six  months  interest 
three  months  before  it  was  due.  The  suit  was  for  an  in- 
junction ;  and  during  the  argument  for  the  Plaintiff  upon  a 
motion  for  an  injunction,  Lord  Lyndhurat  asked,  "  Is  there 
any  case  where  the  surety  has  been  discharged  upon  a  mere 
parol  promise  to  give  time?  In  an  action  on  a  bond  the 
Defendant  cannot,  even  if  there  be  a  consideration,  set  up 
any  contract  made  between  the  obligee  and  the  principal, 
unless  that  contract  be  under  seal  Equity,  on  the  other 
hand,  makes  no  such  distinction  if  there  be  a  consideration. 
Is  there  here  sufficient  consideration?"  And  again  he  said, 
**  Suppose  there  had  been  a  parol  contract  to  pay  a  sum  of 


(a)  1  y.  &  C,  Exch.,  420. 
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money  at  a  given  day,  with  interest^  and  the  money  not  he^ 
ing  paid  on  that  day,  the  parties  had  agreed  that  the  debtor 
should  pay  an  anticipated  interest^  if  after  that  the  creditor 
Jud^mau  ^^8^*  ^^  action,  woidd  not  the  new  agreement  have  been 
a  good  defence  at  law?  How  can  a  man  demand  principal 
for  what  he  has  already  taken  interest?^'  Afterwards,  in 
giving  judgment,  he  observed,  "  I  do  not  proceed  on  the 
ground  that  the  question  as  to  consideration  is  imTriat.erial| 
because  I  consider  that  an  agreement  without  consideration 
is  as  imworthy  of  attention  in  a  Court  of  equity  as  in  a  Court 
of  law.  But,  in  equity,  all  agreements  for  consideration  are 
equally  binding  whether  und^  seal  or  nof  And,  subse- 
quently, he  said,  "  a  mere  agreement  to  give  time  without 
any  consideration,  would  not  prevent  the  creditor  from  suc- 
qessfully  prosecuting  lus  action  at  law/' 

The  question  there  was,  whether  time  was  not  given  be- 
cause anticipated  interest  was  paid ;  but  an  agreement  to  pay 
future  interest  is  only  an  agreement  to  do  what  the  party 
was  liable  to  do  before;  and  there  is  nothing  here  to  induce 
a  Court  of  equity  to  grant  an  injunction,  if  an  action  had 
been  brought  upon  the  bond  the  next  day. 

Then  it  is  not  necessary  to  consider  the  question  of  agency. 
The  creditor  instructed  Stephens  to  put  the  bond  in  suit; 
and  Chislett,  without  any  communication  whatever  with  the 
Defendant^  the  bond  being  in  the  hands  of  another  party  for 
the  purpose  of  suing  upon  it,  takes  upon  him  to  write  the 
letter  of  the  2nd  of  February.  I  doubt  if  Chislett  had  au- 
thority to  do  this;  but  I  do  not  think  this  part  of  the  case 
material,  because  it  seems  to  me  clear  that  there  was  no 
consideration  whatever  for  the  giving  of  time. 

Next,  as  to  the  alteration  of  position :  it  is  not  every  altera- 
tion of  position  that  authorises  a  surety  to  come  to  this  Court 
and  claim  to  be  discharged  from  his  liability.     There  may 
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be  matiy  mich  alterations  which  do  not  vary  the  rights  of  the 
surety  as  against  the  principal  debtor,  and  that  is  the  thing 
to  look  to.  The  real  test  is,  has  the  creditor  in  any  way 
altered  the  position  of  the  surety  with  reference  to  his 
remedies  against  the  principal  debtor?  If  not,  then  this 
Court  does  not  interfere.  For  instance,  it  is  well  settled 
that  the  creditor  is  under  no  obligation  to  press  the  principal 
for  payment  of  the  debt  No  amount  of  delay  on  the  part 
of  the  creditor,  in  this  respect,  will  release  the  surety  from 
his  liability. 

>  The  next  point  which  I  have  to  consider  is,  suppose  that 
the  creditor,  knowing  that  the  surety  was  in  treaty,  as  in  this 
case,  with  an  insurance  office  to  make  an  arraugement  under 
which  the  principal  debtor  was  to  relieve  him  from  his  surety- 
ship, makes  a  promise  of  this  kind  to  the  principal  debtor, 
and  the  surety  thereupon  discontinues  his  treaty  with  the  in- 
surance office,  would  the  creditor,  by  such  a  proceeding,  be 
obliged  to  lose  his  remedy  against  the  surety  ?  The  answer 
to  this  must  be — Surely  not.  I  put  this  case,  suppose  that 
instead  of  writing  this  letter  to  the  principal  debtor,  the 
creditor  had  said  to  the  surety,  I  have  been  pressing  the 
principal  debtor  for  a  long  time  and  am  now  tired  of  it; 
I  do  not  choose  to  persevere,  you  must  pay  me,  and  get 
the  money  back  as  you  can.  That  would  alter  the  posi- 
tion of  the  surety,  but  would  not  entitle  him  to  relief  in 
this  Court.  In  this  case,  suppose  that  the  creditor  had 
said  to  the  principal  debtor,  I  recommend  you  not  to  do 
anything,  I  am  not  going  to  take  any  steps  against  you. 
That  might  be  very  unkind  to  the  surety,  but  it  would 
not  release  him  from  his  liability.  In  fact,  nothing  short  of 
the  creditor's  putting  himself  into  such  a  position  as  that 
he  could  not  sue  the  principal  debtor,  would  be  sufficient 
to  discharge  the  surety  from  his  obligation.  The  creditor 
is  at  liberty  to  sue  the  surety  at  any  time,  provided  he  has 
not  interfered  with  the  legal  relations  between  the  surety  and 
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the  principal  debtor,  and  has  not  prevented  the  stuety  firom 
exercising  all  or  any  of  his  rights  against  the  principal 
debtor. 

One  ground  on  which  the  Court  has  relieved  the  surety 
is  somewhat  different^  viz.  that  the  proceeding  by  the  cre- 
ditor against  the  surety  is  a  breach  of  his  contract  with  the 
principal  debtor,  as  in  BouUbee  v.  Stvib8(a) ;  for  if  the  cre- 
ditor, there  being  an  agreement  not  to  sue  the  princqial 
debtor  within  a  given  time,  sues  the  surely  within  that  time^ 
he  in  consequence  throws  him  upon  the  principal  debtor; 
and  in  such  a  case  the  Court  will  interfere  for  the  sake  of 
the  principal  debtor. 

This  Court,  however,  in  all  cases  holds,  that  if  the  legal 
position  of  the  surety  is  interfered  with,  and  he  is  prevented, 
even  for  a  day,  from  suing  the  principal  debtor,  he  is  alto- 
gether discharged  from  his  suretyship.  In  this  case  it  does 
not  appear  that  the  creditor  was  for  one  hour  put  out  of  a 
position  to  sue  the  principal  debtor.  It  is  not  indeed  aver- 
red that  the  arrangement  which  the  surely  was  trying  to 
make  went  off  in  consequence  of  Chislett'a  letter;  the  Plain- 
tiff only  avers  that  he  thought  it  better  not  to  proceed  in 
the  matter,  and  accordingly  he  did  not  do  so.  However,  I 
hold  that  the  equity  for  which  he  contends  does  not  exists 
and  therefore  the  manner  of  averring  it  is  immaterial 


(a)  18  Ves.  20. 
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ROOKE  V.  LORD  KENSINGTON.  ^^Sl 

N   1802,  Lord  Kensingixyfit  being  owner,  first,  of  the  /tirMujfitm— 
manor  of  EarVa  Court,  in  Kenamgton,  and  secondly,  of  Scww^!^«fe 
certain  land  and  house  property  in  the  parish  of  Kenemg"  Y^^'j^fL 
ton,  part  of  the  demesnes  of  the  manor  (which  last-men-  inffSMemeiu 
tioned  property  is  hereinafter  designated  "  the  KensiTigton  Omveyan^ee— 
estate  "),  mortgaged  the  manor,  the  Kenavagton  estate,  and  ^awar£^^ 
other  property  to  Lord  Beauchomip.  -— 

iuriBdiotion 

In  1807,  Lord  Beauchamp  released  the  manor  firom  his  of  Cllnoeiy 
mortgage,  so  that  Lord  Kensington  became  entitled  to  it  ^^^^y 
absolutely,  free  from  all  charges.  file  a  uil,  •!- 

hiuiagoodle- 
By  deeds  dated  in  November,  1812,  the  mortgage  of  the  ^^J^^Jl*^ 
Kensington  estate  was  transferred  to  the  Olohe  Assurance  which  he  is  in 
Company ;  and  by  deeds  dated  September  the  23rd  and  24th,  SdOi^^any 
1824,  another  transfer  was  made  to  Majoribanks  and  others,  ^^STSto^- 

for  securing  30,000{. ;   and  by  deeds  dated  in  1826  and  ment,  but  that 
,  the  Defendant 

1827,  the  Kensington  estate  was  charged  with  the  payment  seta  up  an 

of  the  further  sums  of  SOOOi.  and  8000Z.  to  Majoribanks  Sdi^wWdi 

and  others.  J^Sfi*?*^*^ 

be  bmding  on 

the  Plaintiff, 
beoanae  he  acquired  his  legal  title  without  notice  of  it,  and  (praying  no  other  relief)  may  ob- 
tain in  such  a  suit  a  decluation  that  he  had  not  notice  of  such  equitable  claim,  and  that 
it  is  not  binding  upon  him. 

The  50th  section  of  the  15  k  16  Vict.  o.  86,  empowers  the  Court  of  Chancery  "  to  make 
binding  declarations  of  right  without  giving  consequential  relief"  only  in  cases  in  which 
there  is  some  equitable  relief  which  might  be  granted  if  the  Plaintiff  chose  to  ask  for  it. 

In  order  to  enable  the  Court  of  Chancery  to  rectify  a  settlement^  it  must  be  proved  that 
it  was  drawn  in  its  existing  form  by  a  mistake  common  to  all  the  parties  to  it.  If  the  evi- 
dence be  such  as  to  make  it  doubtfol  whether  this  was  so  or  not»  the  utmost  that  the  Conrt 
win  do  is  to  direct  a  further  inquiry. 

The  lord  of  the  manor  of  B.,  which  was  situated  in  the  parish  of  JT ,  in  the  county  of  if., 
being  entitled  also  to  certain  other  real  estate  in  JT.,  not  parcel  of  the  manor,  mortgaged  thia 
last-mentioned  real  estate,  not  including  the  manor,  to  A .  Afterwards,  by  a  deed  reci^ig  that 
he  was  seised  of  or  entitled  to  the  messuages,  lands,  hereditaments,  and  premises  therein- 
after intended  to  be  conveyed,  subject  to  the  mortgage  to  il.,  he  conveyed  to  B.,  by  way  of 
mortgage,  aU  the  property  comprised  in  the  mort^i^iige  to  ^.,  <'and  all  other  the  lands,  tene- 
ments, and  hereditaments  in  the  county  of  M.,  whereof  or  whereto  the  mortgajror  is 
seised  or  entitled  for  any  estate  of  inheritance :" — ffild,ihaX  the  manor  of  K.  was  not  indoded 
in  this  mortgage  to  B. 
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i856»^  The  next  transaction  was  a  mortgage  by  Lord  Kenaing- 

ton  to  Oarra/rd,  and  this  suit  was  occasioned  by  the  intro- 
duction of  certain  general  words  in  the  deeds  by  which  this 
mortgage  was  effected. 


8UUement» 


An  indenture  of  release  dated  March  28, 1828,  and  made 
between  Lord  KensimgUn  of  the  one  part,  and  Cfarrard 
of  the  other  part»  contained  the  following  recitals: — 

"  Whereas  the  said  Lord  Kenaiiigton  is  seised  of  or  well 
entitled  to  the  messuagesi  lands,  hereditaments,  and  pre- 
mises hereinafter  described,  or  intended  to  be  hereby  con- 
veyed, with  their  appurtenances,  in  fee  simple,  subject  to  a 
mortgage  thereof  made  by  indenture  bearing  date  on  or 
about  the  28rd  day  of  September,  1824!,  for  securing  to  S. 
Majoribanka,  &a,  the  sum  of  30,000Z.  and  interest,  and  also 
subject  to  another  mortgage  thereof  for  securing  to  the 
said  mortgagees  the  further  sum  of  6000^  and  interest,  and 
also  another  mortgage  thereof  for  securing  to  the  said 
mortgagees  the  further  sum  of  30002.  and  interest ;  and 
whereas  the  said  Lord  Kenainffton  is  indebted  to  the  said 
S.  Oarrard  in  the  sum  oi  1600J.,  &cl  ;  and  whereas  the 
said  Lord  Kensington  hath  applied  to  the  said  S.  Oarrard 
to  advance,  &a,  12002.,  which  the  said  &  Oarra/rd  hath 
agreed  to  do,  on  having  the  repayment,  Ac,  secured  in  man- 
ner hereinafter  expressed;  and  the  said  Lord  Kenaington 
has  agreed  accordingly  to  give  such  security:''  Lord  Ken- 
aington  then,  by  the  witnessing  part,  released  to  Oarrard 
the  KenaiTigton  estate,  by  reference  to  the  deeds  of  transfer 
of  mortgage  of  November,  1812,  with  the  following  addition : 
"And  all  other  the  hereditaments  and  premises  comprised 
in  the  hereinbefore  mentioned  mortgage  of  the  23rd  day  of 
September,  1824,  and  all  other  the  lands,  tenements,  and 
hereditaments  (if  any)  in  the  county  of  MiddUaex  afore- 
said, whereof  or  whereto  the  said  Lord  Kenaington  is 
seised  or  entitled  for  any  estate  of  inheritance." 

The  first  question  in  this  caase  was,  whether  the  manor 
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of  EarVs  Court,  to  which  Lord  Kmiamgton  was  absolutely 
entitled  as  before  mentioned,  passed  by  the  above  words, 
"  all  other  the  lands,  &c.,  if  any,  in  the  county  of  Middle- 
eex* 

By  deeds  dated  April  4th  and  5th,  1832,  Lord  Kensmg- 
ton,  Majoribcmka  and  others,  Oarrard,  and  Vernon  (a 
subsequent  mortgagee  claiming  under  a  deed  dated  Octftber 
27th,  1828),  conveyed,  by  way  of  transfer  of  mortgage,  to 
Lord  Braybrooke  and  others,  the  Kensington  estate  by  a 
particular  description  referring  to  schedules,  with  the  follow- 
ing addition  :  "  And  all  other,  if  any,  the  hereditaments 
and  premises  comprised  in  and  conveyed  by  the  recited  in- 
dentures of  September  23rd  and  24th,  1824,  and  March 
28th,  1828,  or  any  of  them." 

In  this  state  of  the  title  a  settlement  was  made  on  the 
marriage  of  the  Honorable  WilUcmi  Edwardea,  the  eldest 
son  of  Lord  Kensington,,  with  Miss  ElUson.  This  settle- 
ment was  effected  by  indentures  of  lease  and  release,  dated 
the  9th  and  10th  days  of  October,  1833,  and  made  between 
Lord  Kensi/ngton  of  the  first  part,  the  Honorable  William 
Edwardes  of  the  second  part,  and  trustees  of  the  third  part. 
The  indenture  of  release  merely  recited  the  agi*eement  for 
the  marriage,  the  mortgage  deeds  of  April  4th  and  5th, 
1832,  and  that  Lord  Kensington  had  agreed  to  settle  the 
hereditaments  thereinafter  described ;  and  then  Lord  Kerir 
sington  conveyed  the  Kensington  estate  with  this  addition, 
"  And  all  other  the  hereditaments,  if  any,  conveyed  by  the 
indentures  of  April  4th  and  5th,  1832,"  to  the  use  of  Lord 
Kensington  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  William 
Edwardes  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  first  and  other 
sons  in  tail,  &c. 

If  the  manor  had  not  passed  by  Garrard's  mortgage, 
there  was  no  other  question  in  the  suit.     If  it  had  passed. 
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two  other  quoRtions  arose,  first,  whether  it  passed  by  the 
settlement;  and,  secondly,  whether,  if  it  so  passed,  the 
settlement  ought  not  to  be  reformed,  on  the  ground  that  it 
was  not  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  it  that  it  should  pas& 
As  to  the  question  of  intention,  some  evidence  was  adduced, 
which  is  noticed  by  the  Yice-Chancellor  in  his  judgment, 
but  is  not  necessary  to  stata 

In  1837,  Lord  Kensington,  assuming  to  have  the  manor 
under  the  deeds  of  1807,  and  not  to  have  parted  with  it 
afterwards,  mortgaged  the  manor  to  P.  P.  Bouverie  and 
others. 

For  some  time  previously  to  1 842,  Lord  Kenamgton  had 
entered  into  a  negotiation  for  the  purchase,  firom  Mr.  Man- 
eel,  of  a  very  large  house  property  in  Brompton,  which  was 
copyhold  of  the  manor  of  Ea/tVa  Court,  which  property  is 
hereinafter  called  "  the  Brompton  estate^^'  and  in  February, 
1842,  all  the  terms  were  arranged. 

Li  order  to  render  Lord  Kenamgton  capable  of  taking  a 
conveyance  of  the  Brompton  estate  in  fee  simple,  the  deed 
next  stated  was  prepared. 

Lord  Braybrooke  and  the  other  mortgagees  under  the 
deed  of  1832,  and  Whitaker  and  Tatham,  had,  at  the  date 
of  this  deed,  a  charge  created  by  Lord  Kensington  on  some 
fines  payable  to  the  lord  in  respect  of  the  Brompton 
estate. 

By  a  statutory  indenture  of  release  dated  the  6th  day  of 
February,  1842,  after  reciting  the  contract  with  Mansd, 
and  that  Lord  Kensington  had  contracted  for  a  loan  with 
the  London  Assurance  Society  on  the  security  of  tiie 
Brompton  estate,  but  on  the  condition  that  the  fee  simple 
should  be  vested  in  Lord  Kensi/ngton, — P.  P.  Bouverie  and 
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others,  as  mortgagees  of  the  manor,  and  Lord  Braybroohe  1866. 
and  others,  and  Whitdker  and  TatJicum  in  respect  of  their  rookb 
lien,  released  the  Brompton  estate  to  the  use  of  Lord        loJ^, 

Kenavngton  in  fee.  Kkkhngton. 


SkiUmetU. 


Lord  Braybroohe  and  the  mortgagees  of  the  deed  of 
1832,  by  their  answer  to  the  bill,  stated  that  they  did  not 
intend  by  the  last-mentioned  deed  to  do  more  than  dis- 
charge the  Brompton  estate  from  the  lien  on  the  fines,  and 
did  not  intend  to  convey  by  it  the  rights,  if  any,  which  they 
had  by  reason  of  the  manor  being  vested  in  them. 

By  an  indenture  dated  February  8th,  1842,  Mr.  Mwnad 
conveyed  the  Brompton  estate  to  Lord  KensmgUm. 

By  an  indenture  dated  February  9ih,  1842,  Lord  Ken- 
eington  mortgaged  the  Brompton  estate  to  the  London 
Assurance  Society.  This  mortgage  was  transferred  to 
Mearea  and  others  in  August,  1845. 

Two  terms  of  600  years  and  1000  years  in  the  manor, 
which  had  been  assigned  in  1802  to  a  trustee  for  Lord 
Beauchamp,  were  at  the  time  of  the  filing  of  the  bill  vested 
in  a  trustee  for  Mearea  and  others. 

By  indentures  dated  February  9th,  1842,  and  February 
10th,  1842,  Lord  Kenaington  made  second  and  third  mort- 
gages of  the  Brompton  estate. 

The  bill  stated  the  above  circumstances,  and  also  stated 
that  a  contract  had  been  entered  into  for  the  sale  of  pro- 
perty held  under  the  same  title  as  the  Brompton  estate  to 
the  Commissioners  of  the  Exhibition  of  1851,  and,  on  the 
investigation  of  the  title  on  that  occasion,  an  objection  was 
taken  that,  either  the  legal  estate  of  the  manor  was  vested 
in  Lord  Kenaington  for  life  at  the  time  of  the  conveyance 
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to  him  by  Mansd,  in  which  case  the  Bromptan  estate 
would  be  subject  to  the  trusts  of  the  settlement;  or  that  the 
freehold  of  the  Brompton  estate  had  not  been  conveyed  to 
Lord  Kenamgton  by  the  deed  of  February,  1842,  in  which 
case  the  Brompton  estate  would  still  be  of  copyhold  tenure. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  one  of  the  mortgagees  of  the  deed 
of  February  11th,  1842,  against  the  other  mortgagees  of  the 
Brompton  estate  in  1842,  the  parties  claiming  under  the 
settlement  of  1833,  and  Lord  Braybrooke  and  the  mort- 
gagees of  1832,  and  other  parties,  and  prayed,  Ist^  that  it 
might  be  declared  that  the  Brompton  estate  was  not  com- 
prised in  the  settlement  of  1833 ;  2ndly,  that,  if  necessary, 
the  settlement  might  be  reformed,  and  that  it  might  be 
declared  that  the  manor  was  not  intended  to  be  comprised 
in  the  settlement ;  Srdly,  that  it  might  be  declared  that 
the  London  Assurance  Society,  at  the  date  and  execution 
of  their  mortgage,  and  at  the  time  of  the  payment  of  their 
money,  were  informed  that  the  manor  was  not  affected  by 
the  settlement,  and  had  no  notice  that  it  was  affected  by 
the  settlement^  and  had  a  good  title  to  the  security  at  the 
time  of  the  transfer,  and  had  transferred  a  good  titie.  The 
fourth  and  fifth  branches  of  the  prayer  had  reference  to 
similar  declarations  as  to  the  transferrees  of  the  mortgage 
of  the  London  Assurance  Society,  and  the  mortgagees  of 
the  deeds  of  the  10th  and  1 1  th  of  February,  1 842.  The  last 
part  of  the  prayer  asked  for  a  declaration  that  the  trans- 
ferrees of  the  mortgage  of  the  London  Assurance  Society 
were  entitled  to  the  protection  of  the  terms  vested  in  the 
trustee. 


Argument.         Mr.  WUlcock,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Shapter  for  the  plaintiff, 
cited  Mosdey  v.  MoUeux(a),    Walsh  v.  Tr0vannion(b)y 


(a)  10  M.  k  W,  633. 


(b)  16  Sim.  178. 
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Marquis  of  Exeter  v.  Marchioness  of  Exeter  (a),  Doe  v. 
Meyrick  (6),  and  Jones  v.  Smith  (c). 


IkLr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Chapman  for  the  mortgagees  in    Kxnsikqton. 
the  same  interest  as  the  Plaintiff  ArguMmu, 

Mr.  Selvryn,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Eddis,  for  parties  claiming 
under  the  settlement^  cited  Jackson  v.  Tumley  (d). 


mg,  for  Lord  Bray- 


Mr.  Ja/mes,  Q.  C,  and  Mr. 
brooke. 


Mr.  Cairns,  Q.  C,  Mr.  Bedwdl,  and  Mr.  Southgate,  for 
other  parties. 


Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood: — 

The  bill  in  this  case  raises  so  many  issues,  that  it  is  ne-  Judgment, 
cessaiy  to  consider  carefully  what  are  the  several  grounds 
of  relief  on  which  the  case  of  the  Plaintiff  rests.  The 
first  point  is  this:  the  Plaintiff  claims  to  be  equitable 
owner  of  a  certain  property,  of  which  the  legal  estate  is  out- 
standing in  trustees  and  others,  unless  that  property  be 
contained  in  and  conveyed  by  an  indenture  of  settlement 
made  on  the  marriage  of  the  present  Lord  Kensington  with 
his  wife  and  in  contemplation  of  that  marriage.  The  plaintiff 
first  assumes  that  the  property  is  comprised  in  that  settle- 
ment^ and  claims  that,  if  so,  it  was  comprised  therein  by 
mistake  on  the  part  of  the  several  parties  to  the  indenture; 
and  that  therefore  he  is  entitled  to  have  a  declaration  rec- 
tifying that  mistake,  and  declaring  that  the  property  in 
question  did  not  pass  by  the  settlement  Then,  secondly, 
he  alleges  that  the  words  in  the  settlement  are  simply  words 
of  reference  to  another  mortgage  deed,  and  that  the  estate 


(a)  3  My.  &  Cr.  321. 
{b)  2  C.  &  J.  223. 


(c)  1  Ph.  244. 

(d)  1  Drew.  617. 
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was  not  conveyed  by  the  settlement  at  all;  for  that^  in  &ct^ 
on  looking  back  to  that  mortgage  deed,  it  will  be  found  that 
the  estate  did  not  pass  by  that  deed;  and  therefore  the  es- 
tates comprised  in  the  settlement  being  only  those  com- 
prised in  that  deed,  this  estate  did  not  pass  by  the  settle- 
ment either.  And  if  that  be  so,  the  Plaintiff  daims  to  be 
entitled  to  a  declaration  on  this  ground,  that  the  properfy 
did  not  pass  at  law.  In  the  first  case  he  claims  to  have  a 
declaration  that  it  did  not  pass  in  equity,  but  in  this  case 
that  it  did  not  pass  at  law.  He  alleges  that  there  is  a  doubt 
and  diflEiculty  on  the  subject;  and  there  being  that  doubt 
and  difficulty,  he  claims  to  be  entitled  to  a  declaration,  by 
which  that  cloud  may  be  remoyed,  and  his  title  may  be 
cleared.  Thirdly,  he  says  this — and  this  is  a  singular  part 
of  the  bill — ^it  is  immaterial  whether  the  property  did  or  did 
not  pass;  because,  if  it  did  pass,  making  the  strongest  as- 
sumption against  the  Plaintiff,  that  it  was  the  intent  of  the 
parties  that  it  should  pass  by  the  settlement,  nevertheless 
the  trustee  for  the  Plainti£^  in  whom  the  legal  estate  was 
vested,  took  without  any  notice  of  the  settlement^  or  in  this 
sense  without  notice,  with  distinct  notice  that  there  was  a 
settlement^  but  with  as  distinct  notice  that  such  settlement 
did  not  comprise  the  property  in  question.  Therefore,  ac- 
cording to  the  case  of  Jones  v.  Smith  (a),  it  is  not  to  be 
held  that  he  had  notice  of  the  settlement;  and  the  conse- 
quence of  the  parties  not  having  notice  of  the  settlement  is, 
that  they  are  not  bound  by  it^  whether  it  passed  the  pro- 
perty or  not 


This  third  point  I  may  dispose  of  at  once;  for  if  there  be 
any  difficulty  on  the  other  part  of  the  case,  as  to  the  juris- 
diction of  this  Court  to  make  a  declaration  in  respect  of  the 
present  interest  of  the  Plaintiff,  I  approhend  thero  can  be 
no  doubt  whatever  that  there  was  no  jurisdiction  before  the 


(a)  1  Ph.  244 
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passing  of  the  Chancery  Jurisdiction  Act — and  as  it  appears        1856. 
to  me  there  is  nothing  in  that  Act — ^which  authorises  the       rookb 
Court  to  say  that  a  party  can  come  as  Plaintiff  into  this        ^^ 
Courts  and  state  that  he  has  a  good  legal  title  to  property,    KKHMNaioir. 
but  that  some  one  sets  up  an  equity  which  ought  not  to  be     Judgmetu. 
binding  on  him  because  he  had  no  notice  of  it,  not  pray- 
ing any  relief  at  all  in  respect  of  that  equitable  claim,  the 
party  making  it  not  being  in  possession  of  the  property, 
nor  interfering  with  the  Plaintiff's  enjoyment  of  it     In 
such  a  case  the  Plaintiff  simply  says,  I  have  a  title  which 
is  in  an  unsatisfactory  state,  there  are  equitable  interests 
outstanding,  of  which  some  one  may  say  hereafter  I  had 
notice,  and  I  want  the  Court  now,  although  no  claim  has 
been  made,  to  determine  whether  or  not  I  had  notice  of 
these  dormant  equitable  claims.     Such  a  suit  as  that,  if 
the  Court  authorised  it,  would  be  a  simple  suit  of  decla- 
rator; and  whatever  it  may  be  thought  hereafter  by  the 
Legislature  desirable  to  do  to  empower  this  Court  to  clear 
titles  to  property,  as  yet  there  is  no  enactment  giving  this 
Court  jurisdiction  to  make  such  a  decree,  which  would  be, 
in  its  form,  a  simple  declaration  of  right     Such  a  juris- 
diction did  not  exist  before  the  late  statute,  16  &  16  Vict 
c.  86.     If  it  were  necessary  to  cite  authorities  for  that  pro- 
position, the  case  of  Orove  v.  Bastard  (a)  is  a  very  clear  one, 
in  which  Lord  CoUenha/m  says,  that  there  is  nothing  analo- 
gous to  the  right  to  a  declarator  in  this  country;  and  it  is 
not  conferred  by  that  statute,  for  the  60th  section,  which 
is  the  only  one  bearing  on  the  subject,  is  merely  this,  that 
**  no  suit  in  the  said  Court  shall  be  open  to  objection  on  the 
groimd  that  a  merely  declaratory  decree  or  order  is  sought 
thereby ;  and  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Court  to  make  bind- 
ing declarations  of  right  without  giving  consequential  relief.'' 
The  form  of  that  section  of  the  statute  implies  that  there  is 
a  consequential  relief  which  might  be  granted  in  each  case 

(a)  2  Ph.  619. 
VOL.  n.  D  D  D  K.  J. 
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when  the  right  has  been  so  declared;  but  that  the  parties 
are  not  to  be  compelled  to  ask  for  that  relief,  and  they  may 
satisf}^  themselves  by  simply  asking  a  declaration  of  rights 
Kknsinotok.  and  not  pursuing  the  matter  further.  So  Yioe-Chancellor 
Judgmeni.  Kindevaley  held  in  the  case  of  Jackson  v.  Tumley{a) ;  and 
it  appears  to  me  that  is  the  clear  interpretation  of  the  Act 
Therefore,  so  fieur  as  regards  that  part  of  the  case  whidi  de- 
pends upon  the  allegation  that  the  Plaintiff  has  a  legal  title, 
but  is  embarrassed  by  the  settlement  being  set  up»  at  whidi 
he  had  no  notice,  and  seeks  to  have  a  declaration  that  he 
had  no  notice,  and  therefore  is  not  bound  by  it;  it  ib  dear 
that  this  Court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  do  what  is  so  asked. 

[His  Honor  then  recapitulated  some  of  the  beta  of  the 
case,  and  continued :]  For  the  piupose  of  deciding  whether 
the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  have  the  settlement  rectified  on 
the  ground  of  mistake,  I  must  assume  that  the  property  in 
question  was  comprised  in  the  settlement ;  and  I  will  consider 
the  case  on.  that  assumption  first,  only  saying,  that  if  this 
property  wflu»  cora^^hsed  m  the  settlement,  it  must  have  been 
on  account  oi  the  description  in  the  mortgage  of  1828  of 
"  all  other  t<ie  lands,  tenements,  and  liereditamenti^  if  any, 
in  the  county  of  Middlesex  aforesaid,  whereof  or  whereto 
the  said  Lord  Kensington,  deceased,  is  seised  or  entitled;" 
and  the  effect  would  be,  if  those  words  did  pass  these  lands, 
that  they  passed  the  manor  of  EarVs  Court  and  the  fee 
simple  interest  in  what  ia  called  in  the  bill  the  Brompton 
estate;  that  is  to  say,  in  all  the  lands  held  by  the  ManseU 
[His  Honor  continued  his  summary  of  the  facta]  The 
Plaintiff  has  clearly  an  interest  in  the  case,  because,  the 
question  being  whether  or  not  these  very  lands  are  held 
imder  the  settlement,  the  copyhold  interest  having  become 
merged  in  the  freehold  interest,  he  would  claim  the  fee 
simple  absolutely  in  these  particular  lands,  unless  they  are 
comprised  in  the  mortgage ;  and  that  gives  him  a  clear  in- 

.  (a)  1  Drew.  617. 
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terest  to  file  this  bill,  to  have  the  settlement  rectified  if 
there  be  a  mistake  in  it 


I  come  then  to  the  question  of  rectifying  the  settlement  Kinsinoton. 
I  assume,  for  the  purpose  of  this  question,  that  the  mortgage  judgmmL 
of  1828  comprised  the  property  in  question.  The  settlement 
contains  a  conveyance  of  all  his  messuages  and  premises  de- 
scribed in  the  settlement,  and  all  other,  if  any,  the  heredita- 
ments comprised  in  and  conveyed  by  the  indentures  of  lease 
and  release  of  the  4«th  and  5th  of  April,  1832,  those  deeds 
not  being  the  deeds  which  actually  created  the  mortgage 
in  question,  which  were  dated  in  1828 ;  but  they  are  the 
same  in  effect,  being  the  deeds  by  which  the  property, 
whatever  it  was,  which  was  in  Oarrard,  became  vested  in 
Lord  Braybrooke  and  others.  Therefore,  if  the  indenture  of 
1828  comprised  the  property  in  question,  then  no  doubt 
the  settlement  here  has  conveyed  the  whole  of  that  property 
to  the  trustees. 


Now,  in  the  argument  upon  the  question,  whether  this 
settlement  ought  to  be  rectified,  several  difficulties  were 
raised,  one  of  which  was,  that  there  is  a  want  of  precision  in 
the  pleading  on  this  point  [His  Honor  noticed  the  aver- 
ments in  the  bill,  and  continued:]  1  think  1  may  take  this 
to  be  a  sufficient  averment  that,  as  between  all  the  parties  to 
the  contract  of  marriage,  this  settlement  of  the  whole  Ken- 
sington property, — assuming  now  that  it  passed  by  those 
indentures  of  April,  1832,  and  was  therefore  included  in  the 
settlement, — was  an  error. 

But  on  this  part  of  the  case,  the  meagreness  of  the  evi- 
dence presents  a  much  greater  difficulty  than  the  paucity  of 
averment;  because  it  is  quite  clear,  firom  the  cases  of  Wcdsh 
V.  Trevcmnion(a),  and  Lord  Eoceter  v.  Lady  Exeter  (b),  that 


(a)  16  Sim.  178. 


(6)  3  My.  &  Cr.  321. 
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in  order  to  enable  this  Court  to  rectify  a  settlement^  it  must 
be  proved  that  it  contains  something  which  has  been  in- 
serted by  mistake,  contrary  to  the  intention  of  all  the  par- 
ties    Where  a  party  has  obtained  an  interest  under  adeed, 
JudgmniL     especially  and  above  all  other  considerations,  if  such  party 
has  entered  into  an  irrecoverable  condition,  such  as  mar- 
riage, upon  the  £Eiith  of  that  deed,  it  is  not  enough  to  say 
that  the  other  party  who  entered  into  the  contract  did 
not  intend  to  part  with  what  the  deed  purports  to  con- 
vey; but  it  must  be  made  out  that  there  was  a  mistake 
common  to  all  the  parties,  before  he  can  be  liberated  firom 
his  part  of  the  contract     The  other  parties  have  a  right  to 
say,  we  understood  the  contract  to  be  exactly  as  it  appears 
by  the  deed,  and  we  have  acted  upon  the  jGedth  of  it ;  and  if 
you  come  to  set  it  aside,  it  can  only  be  done  by  shewing 
that  we  were  parties  to  the  mistake,  and  are  now  improperiy 
insisting  on  having  the  benefit  of  it     In  order  to  make  that 
out^  it  is  remarkable  that  the  only  evidence  concerning  the 
treaty  for  the  marriage  is  that  of  Lord  Kensington's  soli- 
citor, who  distinctly  says,  that  he  understood  in  his  conmiii- 
nication  with  Lord  Kenamgton,  that  the  settlement  was  to 
be  of  something  in  addition  to  the  Pernhrokeahvre  estates, 
because  that  additional  settlement  had  been  insisted  on  by 
the  father  of  the  lady,  clearly  making  the  father  of  the  lady 
a  party  to  the  treaty,  as  Lord  Kensington's  solicitor  under- 
stood it,  and  as  one  would  suppose  to  be  the  case.     Li  con- 
sequence of  that  stipulation,  it  appears  this  deed  was  framed. 
Now,  upon  Lord  Kensington's  position,  I  have  not  the 
slightest  doubt     Lord  Kensington  had  not  the  least  con- 
ception that  he  was  conveying  anything  more  than  what  is 
called  in  the  bill  the  Kensington  estate  ;  that  is,  all  the 
demesne  lands,  not  including  those  lands  he  had  purchased 
of  the  Mansels,  and  not  including  the  manor  of  Earl's 
Court     That,  I  think,  is  perfectly  clear. 

[His  Honor  noticed  the  evidence  on  this  point] 
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The  bill  being  filed,  I  must  look  to  the  answer  of  the  pre- 
sent Lord  Kensi/nffton.  He  says,  in  effect,  "  It  is  asserted 
that  it  was  a  mistake  to  include  in  the  settlement  the  manor  ^:^ 
of  Earl's  Court  and  the  copyhold  interest  At  this  time,  Kbnsikotom. 
the  Manaela*  interest  had  not  been  bought ;  there  was  a  Judgment. 
treaty  for  it ;  it  was  pending,  but  I  always  supposed  that 
the  manor  of  Earl's  Court  and  all  the  rest  of  the  demesne 
lands  went^  as  the  expression  is,  with  the  Kensi/ngton 
estate;  and,  save  as  aforesaid,  I  cannot  say  anything  one  way 
or  the  other.  I  have  no  other  belief  on  the  subject^  but  I  had 
a  belief,  and  I  still  have  that  belief,  that  the  whole  property 
went  together.''  That  raises  the  issue  suflBciently  to  say, 
that  it  falls  on  the  other  party,  assuming,  as  I  do  here,  that 
the  whole  property  passed  by  the  mortgage  and  settlement^ 
to  shew,  that,  although  it  was  so  included,  this  particular 
portion  of  the  property  of  the  manor  and  the  other  lands 
was  intended  to  be  excluded 

[His  Honor  then  noticed  the  deficiency  of  the  evidence  as 
to  intention  in  this  case,  and  continued:] — 

In  the  case  of  Lord  Exeter  and  Lady  Exeter  {a\  the 
lady's  solicitors  came  forward  and  very  honourably  stated, 
as  they  were  bound  to  do,  that  it  had  never  been  any  part 
of  their  contemplation  that  the  property  in  question  was 
to  be  settled  That  was  quite  suflBcient  to  decide  the  case, 
because  there  was  no  doubt  on  the  part  of  the  Court  that 
the  father  of  the  husband  had  no  such  intention.  The 
paucity  of  evidence  in  this  case  gives  it  considerable  resem- 
blance to  the  case  oi  Beaumont  v.  Brandey  (6),  where  there 
was  a  bill  filed  to  set  aside  a  conveyance  after  a  considerable 
period  of  time  ;  and  what  Lord  Eldon  says  is  this :  "  This 
is  a  bill  filed  in  February,  1812,  to  rectify  the  effect  of  a 

(a)  3  My.  &  Cr.  321.  (6)  T.  &  B,  41. 
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1866.  conveyance  made  in  1789,  in  a  case  where  the  question  is 
upon  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  the  eonveyanca  Both 
those  parties  have  been  long  dead,  it  is  impossibly  therefore, 
to  obtain  any  evidence  firom  either  of  them;  the  agent  of  one 
Jwigmmii^  of  the  parties  is  also  dead,  so  that  there  is  no  evidence  firom 
him,  except  what  may  be  collected  firom  papers  which  were  in 
his  possession.''  Then  he  makes  this  remark :  **  Mr.  Pares^ 
the  agent  of  the  other  party,  is  living,  and  is  examined  on 
the  part  of  the  Defendant ;  but  although  allegations  are 
made  in  the  bill  with  respect  to  acts  done  by  him,  he  is  not 
examined  in  chief,  or  ccoss-examined  on  the  part  of  the 
Plaintiff''  And  he  says :  ^  In  cases  of  this  nature  great 
weight  must  be  given  to  what  is  reasonably  and  properly 
sworn  on  the  part  of  a  Defendant,  because  it  must  be  a 
very  strong  case  that  would,  even  ii»  a  recent  transaction, 
operate  to  overturn  or  vary  a  solemn  instrument ;  and  after 
the  lapse  of  so  long  a  time  it  must  be  a  case  that  leaves  no 
reasonable  doubt — a  case  that  must  satisfy  the  conscience 
of  the  Court  or  of  a  jury,  if  it  goes  to  a  jury ;  but  it  is  <mly 
after  great  consideration  that  such  a  case  should  be  sent  to 
a  jury;"  and  again,  in  another  part  of  the  judgment^  he 
comments  on  the  Plaintiff's  not  choosing  to  call  the  agent 
and  solicitor  of  the  other  party  to  the  conveyance. 

It  seems  to  me  here  that  the  parties  misunderstood  their 
position  in  relying  on  the  absence  of  evidence  that  this  pro- 
perty was  included,  or  that  anybody  believed  it  was  includ- 
ed; because,  as  I  said  before,  the  Defendant  has  raised  the 
issue  as  to  his  belief,  and  that  issue  being  raised,  it  was  ne- 
cessary that  some  party  should  be  called  on  the  subject; 
and  it  is  singular  that  the  father  of  the  lady,  who  is  alive, 
should  not  have  been  called  upon  to  give  evidence. 

Observe,  again,  if  the  property  is  really  conveyed  by  those 
deeds  of  1828  and  1832,  a  very  awkward  question  might 
arise ;  and  on  this  part  of  the  case  the  most  that  I  could 
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'lave  done  for  the  PlaiDtiif  would  have  been  to  have  directed  ^^•'''(•• 
an  issue,  if  I  could  have  gone  so  far,  because  there  might  be  R*,  >kk 
a  question  whether  he  ought  not  to  have  proved  his  case         j^,;,, 

before  he  came  here.  Kensington. 


Judgment, 


[His  Honor  noticed  the  evidence  as  to  the  treaty  for  the 
settlement,  and  continued  : — ] 

It  might  possibly  be  said  that  the  treaty  took  this  shape ; 
the  &ther  of  t\e  bdy  was  content  that  such  propemy  should 
be  settled  p  Lo:;-  Ke-iti'QKfjron  in  «i*  jvclg.aeii.  ccn^rleied 
right  and  proy^er  T.'is  P^ainlii?*  \p^  aoc  sug^g'^-ied  th's 
point  for  himse  f,  noi  rr'^dn^e'  -  tv].  enw  whifh  las  a 
satisfactory  beajirig,  ap  'Of^dirg  vp  o  tha^  irt^Jua.  In  sucjh  a 
state  of  things,  -lowever,  tlie  que^tioo  in  ght  prise,  if  it  was 
left  to  Lord  Keunt'c/tO'^i,  wL^t  wpe  Lord  Ke,vtmujto,is 
intent  alone,  because  all  ;he  :?avtie-  had  submitter  o  be 
guided  by  liim;  and  i-t  i>  ;i.^  'nteni,  t'ler^^^'s  no  doubt  in  tl^e 
ca«e.  ^'Ut  the  ntnif^^  t  e?.'e<jf,  o'  this  a  o:  tbn  ct^  v/oukl 
be  'o  make  r.ie  'v- itate  whe  hei  :n  'ssut^  or  a  furt.^»er  ir- 
quiry  should  be  «>u-G-teV  lu  lae  note  lu  ''iJ»t  case  of 
ReaumOif  v.  I'rvyn'e;'  va  */'>  'r  ^.r*.  w  B.'o*  -rt  (f\  Sir 
Wi'lii/iit.  fj  r  d'l'rtf'tf'l  f  ii  i-j^iie,  oi  t'i3  '^lopriet/  ol' wai<li 
Loi-d  Eldvn  espy-essfid  tio  .oii'jt  in  a  [>i<per  cr^^,  -^ut  only 
suggested  a  doubt  ..'aether  iiie  niftier  ^7a^  not  iii  tht*.t  ci^se 
too  plain  io  requTe  <  \  issue. 

But  whatever  doubt  there  niig'it  be  upon  thin  part  of  the 
case,  whether  or  not  a  fiii  «.her  inquiry  should  be  directed.  u»e 
other  part  of  the  cfise  re  niers  such  a  course  uine*  e^saiy ;  for 
I  have  proceeded  thus  far  on  the  assumption  t'l;*  th«-e  es- 
tates did  pass  by  the  mortgage  dee<^s  and  settlenient.  But 
I  now  go  back  to  consider  what  estates  did  ni  fix't  pt^s^^  \y 
those  deeds,  and  it  seems  to  me  very  plain  that  the  Co'Mu  is 

(a)  T.  &  R  46. 
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justified  in  holding  that  at  law  the  estatefl  did  not 
the  mortgage  deeds. 


ty 


I  am  prohibited  from  sending  a  case  to  a  Cbmt  of  law, 
and  therefore  I  am  bomid  to  decide  this  question  either  by 
myself  or  with  the  assistance  of  a  Judge  of  a  common  law 
court;  and  if  I  thought  there  was  a  sufficient  degree  of 
doubt  on  the  subject^  that  would  be  the  course  I  diould  have 
to  take  in  order  to  arrive  at  a  solution  of  the  pieliminaiy 
question,  whether  the  estates  did  or  did  not  pass  by  these 
deeds. 

Now,  looking  to  the  deeds  themselves,  the  mortgage  deed 
stands  thus:  Lord  Kensington  had  two  very  distinct  pro- 
perties after  the  transaction  of  1807.  He  had  a  manor 
with  only  manorial  rights,  with  only  his  rights  as  lord  in 
the  fee  simple,  subject  to  the  large  copyhold  interest^  and 
that  was  conveyed  to  him  and  vested  inhim  by  Lord  Bea/Ur 
champ's  re-conveyance  in  1807.  He  makes  a  mortgage  of 
all  the  Kensington  property  which  he  held  in  hand,  and 
which  was  built  on.  He  afterwards  wishes  to  n^e  a  fur- 
ther mortgage  of  that  property  to  Mr.  Oarrard^  and  the  in- 
tent in  the  recital  is  perfectly  plain.  It  is  recited  that 
Lord  Kensington  was  seised  of  or  entitled  to  the  mes- 
suages, lands,  hereditaments,  and  premises  thereinafi;er  de- 
scribed or  intended  to  be  thereby  conveyed,  with  theii  ap- 
purtenances in  fee  simple:  that  is  to  say,  everything  there- 
fore that  was  either  described  or  conveyed,  one  or  the 
other,^subject  to  three  mortgages  thereof,  made  by  three 
certain  indentures.  That  is  the  first  recital,  and  is  a  plain 
and  distinct  recital,  that  what  he  intended  to  convey  was  that 
only  which  was  subject  to  these  several  mortgages.  Then, 
in  the  conveyance  he  conveys  all  comprised  in  the  mort- 
gage of  September,  1824;  ''and  all  other  the  lands,  tene- 
ments, and  hereditaments  (if  any)  in  the  county  of  Mid- 
dlesex aforesaid,  whereof  or  whereto  the  said  Lord  Ken- 
sington is  seised  or  entitled  for  an  estate  of  inheritance/' 
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It  is  true  that  the  Courts  have  held, — and  the  autho- 
rities are  very  numerous  on  this  subject^  I  will  just  state 
their  result^  they  may  be  found  in  almost  every  text-book  v. 

on  conveyancing, — ^that  you  cannot  control  clear  words  of  kensinotoh. 
conveyance  by  words  of  recital  That  is  one  canon  un-  fu,ZIl^ 
doubtedly.  But  the  expression  '*  dear  words  of  convey- 
ance""  is  subject  to  interpretation.  For  instance,  the  doc- 
trine is  as  applicable  to  releases  as  to  anything  else,  and 
the  exception  will  be  found  to  be  always,  that  general 
words  are  not  within  that  description  of  clear  words  of  con- 
veyance which  cannot  be  controlled  by  the  recital  The 
rule,  which  is  extremely  well  illustrated  by  a  case  which 
I  am  about  to  refer  to,  before  Lord  8t  Leonards  in  Irelomd, 
is,  that  if  there  is  in  the  deed  a  clear  description  of  parti- 
cular property,  notwithstanding  a  contradictory  recital,  the 
construction  is  taken  most  strongly  against  the  grantor 
upon  his  own  deed,  and  there  being  a  doubt  whether  the 
recital  or  the  operative  part  of  the  conveyance  is  wrong,  the 
two  being  clearly  contradictory,  the  operative  part,  which 
indicates  an  intention  to  convey  the  greater  portion,  is  to 
stand,  notwithstanding  the  recital  would  lead  to  a  contrary 
conclusion.  In  releases  for  instance,  upon  which  this  ques- 
tion occurs  much  more  frequently  than  in  conveyances, 
where  there  are  general  words  amply  sufficient  to  cover 
everything,  it  has  been  long  settled  that  the  recitals  clearly 
restrict  the  effect  of  the  release ;  but  as  an  illustration  of  the 
rule,  if  in  that  case  the  recitals  expressed  an  intention  to 
release  certain  things,  and  the  releasing  part  did  not  merely 
release  in  general  terms,  but  released  a  particular  debt  or 
action  not  comprised  in  the  recital,  I  apprehend  that  could 
not  be  limited  or  controlled  by  the  recital,  but  that  general 
words  may  be  so  controlled.  In  the  case  of  Alexander  v. 
Croabie  (a),  the  question  was,  whether  there  was  a  suffi- 
ciently dear  recital  that  the  property  which  was  afterwards 

(a)  L.  &  G.  }45, 
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1856.  held  to  pass,  was  to  be  excepted  ?  The  deed  was  a  marriage 
settlement^  and  the  recital  was,  that  the  settlor  intended  to 
settle  and  convey  all  his  estate  except  the  lands  of  BaUy- 
henry  and  its  sub-denominations,  but  in  the  operative  part 
Jitdgment.  there  was  a  conveyance  by  name  of  a  property  called  KUr 
Idhan,  which  was  a  sub-denomination  of  Balhfhenry;  and 
the  question  was,  as  the  deed  clearly  expressed  an  intention 
to  convey  all  the  property  except  that  comprised  in  the  sub- 
denomination  of  BaU/yhenry,  and  then  conveyed  a  property 
which  wag  a  sub-denominatior  ^"^  BaUyhenry,  which  of  the 
wo  was  to  stand;  and  Lord  St.  Leonards  said,  "  Although 
I  had  not  the  slightest  doubt  on  this  question,  I  thought  it 
right  to  hear  the  arguments  of  all  the  counsel.  As  to  the  au- 
thority of  a  Court  of  equity  to  reform  the  settlement,  nobody 
can  dispute  its  power  to  correct  a  mistake/'  The  Court  is 
always  tender  in  varying  a  settlement  where  the  effect  will  be 
to  defeat  vested  rights,  or  where  it  is  sought  to  do  so  on  mere 
parol  evidence.  In  all  the  cases  perhaps  in  which  the  Court 
has  reformed  a  settlement,  there  has  been  something  beyond 
the  parol  evidence,  such,  for  instance,  as  the  instructions  for 
preparing  the  conveyance,  or  a  note  by  the  attorney,  and 
the  mistake  properly  accounted  for;  but  the  Court  would, 
I  think,  act  where  the  mistake  is  clearly  established  by 
parol  evidence.  "  The  evidence  goes  to  establish  the  fstct 
that  KiUahcm  was  considered  a  sub-denomination  of  BaUy- 
fienry,  and  I  must  take  that  as  a  fact  established.  No 
attempt  has  been  made  to  prove  the  contrary.  This,  then, 
leaves  the  case  open  to  the  weight  to  be  given  to  that  hct 
The  question  for  me  now  to  decide  is,  whether,  on  the  face 
of  the  settlement  of  1 815,  there  is  sufficient,  with  the  know- 
ledge of  this  fact,  to  enable  me  to  strike  that  denomination 
out  of  the  settiement."  Then  he  gives  the  recital,  and  con- 
tinues, "  Nothing  can  be  more  express,  I  admit:  the  man- 
ner in  which  this  intention  is  carried  into  execution  is  this; 
in  consideration  of  the  fortune  of  the  lady,  and  of  the  said 
intended  marriage,  the  father  and  the  son  do  not  convey  all 
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the  estates  by  a  general  description,  but  take  upon  them-  ^  18^^- 
selves  to  describe  the  several  estates ;  it  is  not  a  general  con- 
veyance of  all  the  estates  '  save  and  except  Balhfrrudis 
and  BaUyhm/ry,'  but  a  conveyance  of  the  several  denomi- 
nations by  name,  including  KiUaJum.  The  question  then  Judgmeju. 
is,  Was  KiUahom  inserted  among  the  others  by  mistake?" 
And  this  is  the  part  I  particularly  refer  to.  **  I  have  here 
to  deal  with  the  case  of  a  conveyance,  not  by  a  general  de- 
scription, but  where  the  parties  give  a  description  of  the 
exact  portions  they  intend  to  convey,''  clearly  drawing  a  di»- 
tinction  between  the  conveyance  by  general  description,  and 
conveyance  of  a  particidar  {>roperty  by  a  paiticular  name^ 
in  which  case  the  recital  cannot  control  the  nominal  de- 
scription. ''  I  must  sacrifice  either  the  first  or  the  second  part 
of  the  deed.  If  there  are  two  parts  of  a  deed  inconsistent 
with  each  other,  I  must  sacrifice  one  ;  but  can  I  have  any 
doubt  in  sacrificing  the  general  description  in  the  first  part, 
in  favour  of  that  in  the  latter  part,  in  which  there  is  a  clear 
defined  and  expressed  intention?"  So  that  Lord  St  Leo- 
nards considered  there  that  he  would  have  been  at  Uberty, 
had  the  conveyance  been  by  general  description  and  general 
words,  to  have  controlled  the  operation  of  those  general 
words  by  the  previous  recital;  but  as  there  was  a  dear  and 
express  description,  he  considered  that  he  was  not  at  liberty 
so  to  control  it  by  the  recital 

Then,  the  next  remark  upon  the  case  is  :  the  description 
in  the  deed  in  question  is  not  only  a  general  description, 
but  it  is  a  description  of  a  character  which  implies  much 
more  manifestly  than  a  mere  ordinary  sweeping  general 
description,  that  it  is  intended  simply  to  do  what  Lord 
Mansjield,  in  Moore  v.  Magrath(a),  considered  to  have 
been  the  function  of  such  a  description,  namely,  to  sweep  any- 
thing ejusdem  generis  into  the  mass  of  property  which  was 

(a)  Cowp.  9. 
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before  described  by  a  map  and  perfect  description,  for  the 
words  are  not  only  "  all  other  the  lands,  tenements,  and 
j^^  hereditaments  in  the  comity  of  MiddUsex''  the  case  before 
KBVBnraTON.  Lord  Mcunsfidd  being, ''  all  other  the  property  in  the  king- 
Jndgmeni.  dom  of  Irelcmd,''  but  the  words  here  are,  "  all  other  the 
lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  (if  any)  in  the  cormty 
of  Middlesex.**  How  can  it  be  supposed  that  the  intent  of 
any  of  the  parties  could  be,  by  those  words,  to  include  in 
the  deed  a  manor,  with  large  manorial  righta  I  bave^  it 
is  true,  no  express  evidence  of  their  value;  but  fines  were 
taken  of  considerable  amount  Now,  the  manor  was  no- 
thing ejusdem  generis  with  what  had  been  before  describ- 
ed, and  everybody  acquainted  with  conveyancing  knows 
that  manors  are  usually  conveyed  by  a  specific  description. 
Precedence  is  given  to  manors;  **  manors,  lands,  tenements, 
and  hereditaments,"'  is  a  common  form  in  which  convey- 
ances run,  and  where,  as  in  this  case,  the  conveyance  is  of 
''the  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  here- 
inafter described,  and  intended  to  be  conveyed  subject  to  a 
mortgage  tliereoC  and  then  a  description  of  messuages, 
lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments,  and  then  a  conveyance 
of ''  all  other  the  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  (if  any) 
in  the  county  of  Middlesex  aforesaid,  whereof  or  whereto 
the  said  Lord  Kensington  is  seised  or  entitled  for  an  es- 
tate of  inheritance,"'  I  think  the  clear  intent  and  pur- 
port there,  must  be  held  to  be  simply  to  sweep  in  other 
property  ejusdem  generis  with  the  property  which  had 
been  so  conveyed,  if  there  should  be  any,  certainly  not  to 
include  a  demesne  property  and  manorial  rights  of  property 
of  a  totally  different  character  from  anything  attempted  to 
be  conveyed  or  previously  described  in  the  deed.  I  am 
bound  to  say,  that  in  Moore  v.  Magraih  (a)  the  decisioD 
did  not  rest  on  that  point  only,  but  it  rested  on  there  being 
no  declaration  of  uses  of  the  lands  which  it  was  desired  to 

(a)  Cowp.  9. 
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include,  which  made  the  case  very  plain,  and  therefore,  I  can 
only  treat  as  a  dictum  the  oheervations  of  Lord  MansfidoL       roou 
So  again  in  the  case  of  Walsh  v.  Trevcurmi(m(a),  the  Court        j^^ 
had  less  difficulty  m  getting  rid  of  the  words  than  exists    Kbhmkotoh . 
here,  because  there  was  another  possible  interpretation  which     Judgmmt, 
might  be  given  to  the  words,  without  their  being  held  only 
to  sweep  in  that  which  existed  ejusdem  generis ;  but  it  seems 
to  me,  on  looking  to  the  established  doctrine  on  releases,  and 
notwithstanding  the  authorities  which  lay  down  that  words 
of  conveyance  cannot  be  controlled  by  the  operation  of  the 
recital,  yet,  considering  the  observations  of  Lord  St  Leo- 
narda  as  to  distinguishing  clear  words  of  description  from 
a  mere  general  description,  I  am  bound  to  hold  that  none 
of  the  manorial  property  was  comprised  in  the  mortgage, 
and  that,  therefore,  it  could  not  be  included  in  the  settle- 
ment 

Then  it  has  been  uiged,  that  I  ought,  if  I  take  that  view, 
to  make  a  declaration  to  that  effect;  and  for  that  purpose 
the  case  of  WaUh  v.  Trevanni(m(a)  was  very  much  pressed. 
With  regard  to  clearing  away  clouds  on  titles,  no  doubt 
there  are  numerous  authorities  to  shew  that  where  an  in- 
strument is  void  at  law,  but  exists  in  the  shape  of  a  deed, 
the  owner  of  the  property  affected  by  it  has  a  right  to  have 
such  a  deed  or  instrum^it  destroyed,  in  order  that  though 
the  deed  is  manifestly  void  at  law  the  doud  which  it  casts 
upon  the  title  may  be  removed  It  is  somewhat  new  to 
me  to  find  that  carried  a  step  £etriher  by  the  argument,  that 
wherever  a  doubt  exists  a  man  may  come  into  this  Court 
for  no  other  purpose  than  to  remove  a  difficidty  occasioned 
by  the  construction  of  an  instrument,  by  having  a  dedara- 
tion  upon  that  construction.  With  r^;ard  to  the  question 
of  intention,  the  case  of  Wdlah  v.  Treva/nnion  (a)  seems  to 
have  decided  that  there  was  possibly  ground  for  coming  for 

(a)  16  Sim.  178. 
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I85a^  relief  in  equity  in  respect  of  oertam  deeds  wluch  the  trostees 
were  retaining  under  a  pretence  of  title,  to  have  a  direction 
for  them  to  deliver  them  up.  I  should  have  thought  the 
proper  course  would  be,  if  the  title  were  Idgel,  to  leave  the 
Judgmeni.  parties  to  bring  their  action  of  trover,  in  which  the  whole 
question  might  be  raised;  but  I  apprehend  the  decision 
must  have  been  rested  on  this,  which  is  probably  a  sound 
proposition,  but  which  I  am  not  bound  now  to  consider, 
namely,  that  if  two  parties  to  an  instrument  execute  it>  so 
as  to  make  it  a  matter  of  serious  doubt  between  them  upon 
the  construction  of  the  instrument  what  lands  pass  by  it^ 
there  may  be  possibly  an  equity  to  have  that  made  dear 
which  has  been  left  so  doubtful  by  the  parties  in  their  con- 
veyance. If,  indeed,  I  had  come  to  a  dear  condusion  on 
the  evidence  as  to  the  intention  with  regard  to  induding 
this  property  in  the  marriage  settlement^  it  is  probable  I 
should  have  been  obliged  to  follow  WaUh  v.  Treva/nm.ion(a) ; 
but  I  have  come  to  this  conclusion  only,  namely,  that  the 
most  I  could  do  would  be  to  put  it  in  a  further  train  of  in- 
vestigation, in  order  to  see  whether  or  not  an  intention — 
which  does  not  relate  to  this  mortgage  deed,  but  to  the 
treaty  about  the  settlement  of  the  Kensington  property, 
and  only  by  accident  to  the  mortgage  deed — to  include  the 
manorial  property  existed  or  not  But  as  I  have  come  to 
the  conclusion,  on  the  other  point  of  the  case,  that  the  Plain- 
tiff here  is  not  damaged,  I  ought  not  to  put  the  parties  to 
the  expense  of  further  inquiry  and  investigation,  for  no  pur- 
pose but  to  make  declarations  against  equitable  claims  afier 
determining  that  he  has  got  the  legal  title,  or  that  it  is  safely 
vested  in  a  party  in  trust  for  himself 

I  do  not  wish  in  any  way  to  express  any  fiirther  opinion 
on  Walsh  v.  Trevannion  (a),  than  that  it  seems  to  me  to 
have  gone  farther  than  any  case  I  know  of,  in  making  a  de- 

(a)  16  Sim.  178. 
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claration  of  right;  but  possibly  that  may  be  because  it  was 
clearly  made  out  that  the  two  parties  had  a  different  inten- 
tion to  that  which  was  expressed  in  the  deed;  and  that 
where  the  intention  is  clearly  made  out,  it  may  be  right  that  KBHsiNOToir. 
it  should  be  declared  whether  its  effect  be  legal  or  equita-  Judgment. 
ble.  I  think  that  in  this  case  I  am  not  bound  to  take  any 
such  proceeding,  as  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
manorial  property  did  not  pass  by  the  deeds  at  law;  and 
therefore  the  best  course  I  can  take  for  the  Plaintiff  is 
simply  to  express  my  opinion  upon  his  titla  I  think  that 
he  is  entitled  to  have  it  stated  by  way  of  opinion,  not  by 
way  of  declaration;  and  I  shall  decree  that,  the  Court  be- 
ing of  opinion  that  the  manor  of  Earl's  Court  did  not,  nor 
did  any  of  the  interest  of  Lord  Kensington  therein,  pass  by 
the  indentures  of  the  28th  of  March,  1828,  and  the  4th  and 
5th  of  April,  1832,  or  either  of  them,  this  bill  must  be  dis- 
missed with  costs,  against  all  the  parties  except  those  in  the 
same  interest  with  the  Plaintiff 
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ACCOUNT. 

See  Infant. 
Solicitor. 
ITndub  Influencb. 

ACCRUER. 

See  Portion. 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT. 
See  Married  Woman,  3. 

ACQUIESCENCE. 

See  Injunction,  5. 

Married  Woman,  2,  3. 
Public  Company. 
Undue  Influence. 

ADMINISTRATION. 

Jamiea  E.  mortgaged  real  estate, 
and  died  in  1850,  intestate,  leaving 
his  £Either  Edwa/rd  E.  his  heir  at  law 
and  sole  next  of  kin.  Edward  E, 
died  intestate,  and  without  having 
obtained  letters  of  administration  of 
the  personal  estate  oliJamee : — Held, 
that  the  personal  estate  of  Jame3  was 
liable,  as  between  the  heir  and  per- 
sonal representative  of  Edward  and 
Jamee,  to  be  applied  in  discharge  of 


the  mortgage  debt  in  exoneration  of 
the  real  estate. 

Observations  upon  the  conflict  of 
authorities  on  the  subject  of  exone- 
ration.    Bond  V.  England,  44 

See  Jurisdiction. 

ADVOWSON. 

See  Will,  15. 

ADVOWSONS  APPENDANT. 

In  1790,  an  advowson  appendant 
to  a  manor  was  sold  and  assigned  for 
the  residue  of  a  term  of  500  years, 
created  in  the  manor  and  advowson 
in  1745,  and  which,  except  as  to  the 
advowson,  ceased: — Held,  that  this 
did  not  sever  the  appendancj;  and 
that  the  advowson  passed  by  a  sub- 
sequent release  of  the  manor  with 
general  words.    Eooper  v.  Harrison, 

86 

AGENT. 

See  Principal  and  Agent. 

AGREEMENT. 

An  agreement  between  two  solici- 
tors in  partnership  together,  that 
one  of  them  should  continue  to  carry 
on  the  business  under  their  joint 
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ANNTTITY. 


ATTENDANT  TERMS. 


aames,  and  should  be  entitled  to  all 
the  profits  thereof,  and  should  grant 
to  the  other  partner  an  annuity  of 
300^.,  during  the  life  of  his  mother, 
and,  in  the  event  of  his  dying  in  the 
lifetime  of  his  mother,  should  pay 
to  his  widow  an  annuity  of  100^. 
during  the  remainder  of  lus  mother's 
life,  and  should  indemnify  him 
against  all  liability  in  respect  of  his 
name  being  used,  and  that  the  part- 
nership should  cease  on  the  death  of 
the  mother  of  the  retiring  partner: 
^Hdd  not  to  be  void  as  against 
public  policy,  but  to  be  a  valid  and 
binding  agreement. 

Hdd,  also,  that  the  agreement 
must  be  considered  to  mean,  that  an 
annuity  was  to  be  granted  by  deed, 
and  that  the  retiring  partner  was 
entitled  to  enforce  speofic  peform- 
ance  of  such  agreement. 

Hdd^  further,  that,  as  incidental 
to  such  relief,  the  Court  would  de- 
cree an  account  and  payment  of  the 
arrears  of  the  annuity,  and  would 
not  direct  the  deed  to  be  ante-dated, 
so  as  to  cover  them,  and  leave  the 
PlaintLOT  to  recover  at  law  upon  the 
deed. 

SwnJbU,  that  the  Plaintiff  ought 
strictly  to  have  tendered  a  deed  for 
execution  before  filing  the  bill ;  but, 
as  it  was  proved  that  he  had  made  a 
formal  demand  for  the  arrears, — 
Hddf  that  he  was  entitled  to  his 
costs.     Aubin  v.  HoU,  66 

See  IiTJUKCTiOK,  3,  4. 
Makmed  Woman,  3. 
SoucrroB,  1. 
Specific  Perfobmance,  1,  2. 

"  ALL  THE  ESTATK" 
See  Attendant  Terms. 


ANNUITY. 

/S<&0  Agreement. 

Limitation  of  Actions  andSuits. 


ANSWER 
See  Practice,  3. 

ANTICIPATION. 
See  Married  Woman,  2. 

APPOINTMENT. 

Appointment  by  a  fiither  to  a  son, 
then  in  a  state  of  mental  and  bodily 
disease,  of  which  he  died  within  a 
year,  set  aside — ^the  Court  inferring 
from  the  evidence  as  to  the  father's 
knowledge  of  his  son's  state  of  health 
and  pecuniaiy  circumstances,  as  to 
the  circumstances  attending  the  pre- 
paration and  execution  of  the  ap- 
pointment, and  as  to  its  not  having 
been  communicated  to  the  persons  to 
whom  it  ought  to  have  been  commu- 
nicated, that  the  appointment  was 
made  by  the  fitther,  not  for  the  bene- 
fit of  his  son,  but  for  his  own  benefit^ 
and  was  a  fraud  upon  the  power. 
The  Lady  Victoria  Long  WeUedey  v. 
The  JBarl  qf  MarrUngion,  143 

See  Will,  16. 

ARBITRATION. 
See  Benefit  Building  Society. 

ATTENDANT  TERMS. 

Two  terms  were  created  in  the  same 
manor,  one  of  500  years,  in  1712, 
the  other  of  600  years,  in  1768.  In 
1791  the  latter  was  assigned  to  A., 
to  secure  a  mortgage  debt ;  and  by  a 
deed  of  even  date,  the  former  was 
assigned  to  J5.,  as  a  trustee  for  A, 
A,  died,  having  appointed  A,  C,  and 
2>.,  his  executors.  In  1801,  by  a 
deed  indorsed  on  the  first  assignment 
of  1791,  and  "  made  between  J5.,  G, 
and  2>.,  execiUora  of  A,,  of  the  <»i6 
part,  and  E.  of  the  other  part,*  A, 
C,  and  Z>.  assigned  the  premises, 


BANKRUPTCY. 
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<'  and  all  the  estate/*  <fea  to  E,,  for 
the  residue  of  the  term  of  600  years, 
subject  to  the  equity  of  redemption : 
—Hdd,  that  the  term  of  1712,  being 
held  by  B,  in  what  must  be  deemed 
his  own  right,  did  not  pass  by  force 
of  the  woiids  ''  and  all  the  estate,  ^, 
and  was  not  merged  Booper  y. 
Haaruon,  86 

ATTESTATION. 
See  Will,  13. 

ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 
See  Will,  12. 

AWARD. 
See  Benefit  Building  Society. 


BAILIFF. 

See  Farming  Stock. 
Infant. 


BANKRUPTCY. 

1.  By  the  Act  12  k  13  Vict  c. 
106,  the  Legislature  did  not  intend 
to  affect  the  then  future  rights  of  any 
person  who  had  acquired  rights  by 
Yirtue  of  any  fiat  under  any  Act  then 
in  force. 

The  estate  of  a  bankrupt,  on  his 
second  bankruptcy  in  1846,  was  not 
sufficient  to  pay  15^.  in  the  pound. 
The  assignees  allowed  him  to  carry 
on  his  trade,  and  contract  debts,  for 
eight  years,  at  the  expiration  of  which 
a  legacy  was  bequeathed  to  him. 
This  the  assignees  claimed,  serving 
the  executors,  two  months  after  the 
death  of  the  testatrix,  with  notice  of 
their  claim  : — Held^ 

First,  that  their  right,  under  the 
6  Gea  4,  a  16,  s.  127,  to  the  legacy 
in  question,  was  a  right  protected  by 


the  saYing  clause  in  the  4th  section 
of  the  12  &  13  Vict  c.  106;  and 

Secondly,  that  they  had  so  con- 
ducted themselYes  that  such  right 
could  not  be  taken  from  theiXL  In 
re  AfUhony  BvreKa  Legacy^  328 

2.  A  sole  trustee,  who  had  appro- 
priated 4000^.,  part  of  the  trust  pro- 
perty, deposited  in  the  box  in  which 
he  kept  the  trust  deed  and  the  secu- 
rities for  other  portions  of  the  trust 
funds,  two  policies  of  assurance,  one 
on  his  own  life  for  2000^.,  the  other 
on  the  life  of  his  &ther  for  3000^, 
inclosing  them  in  an  euYclope  with  a 
memorandum,  that,  ''  in  the  event  of 
his"  (the  trustee's)  "death,"  the 
amount  of  the  inclosed  policies  was 
to  be  Applied  to  the  repayment  of 
4000/L  borrowed  by  him  of  the  cestui 
que  trust  Six  years  afterwards  the 
trustee  became  bankrupt  The  policy 
for  2000^.  was  found  by  the  officer  of 
the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  indoaed 
with  the  memorandum  in.  the  box, 
the  other  policy  haYing  been  paid  to 
the  bankrupt  upon  his  father's  death : 
— Heldy  as  between  the  cestui  qua 
trust  and  the  assignees  in  bank- 
ruptcy,— 

First,  that,  notwithstanding  the 
words  importing  contingency,  the 
memorandum  was  a  Yalid  declaration 
that  the  policy  was,  in  any  eYent^ 
subject  to  the  trusts  of  the  settlement 

Secondly,  that,  there  being  a  Yalid 
declaratioii  of  trust  by  the  sole  true- 
tee,  he  was  the  proper  person  to  be 
in  possession  of  the  policy,  in  other 
words  "  the  true  owner"  within  the 
meaning  of  the  12  <&  13  Yict  a  106; 
and  he  being  also  in  the  reputed  pos- 
session of  the  property  when  the 
bankruptcy  took  place,  there  was  no 
separation  of  interests,  the  true  owner 
and  the  reputed  owner  were  the  same 
person,  and  the  125th  section  of  the 
Act  did  not  ^ply.  And  an  order 
was  made,  under  the  1 30th  aectioDy 
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for  an  assignment  of  the  policy  to  the 
new  trustees  of  the  settlement  In 
re  The  Bankrupt  Load  Consolidation 
Aa,  1849,  560 

See  Fixtures. 
Lapse,  I. 
Pastnebship,  2. 
Pbikcipal  and  Agent. 

BASTARD. 

See  Legitdcation. 

BELGIAN  LAW. 
See  Jurisdiction. 

BENEFIT     BUILDING     SO- 
CIETY. 

In  any  proceedings  at  law  or  in 
equity  respecting  a  Benefit  Building 
Society,  ^e  primary  consideration 
for  the  Court  is,  that  the  legislature 
has  provided  a  cheap  and  summaiy 
mode  of  settling  any  question  con- 
cerning their  i^airs  by  arbitration, 
with  the  intention  carefully  to  pro- 
vide that  these  societies  should  not 
be  subjected  to  expensive  litigation. 
The  object  of  these  societies  is  to  raise 
a  fund  by  means  of  which  the  mem- 
bers may  be  enabled  to  purchase  land 
or  houses.  The  mode  by  which  this 
is  to  be  done  is  by  investing  the  sub- 
scribed moneys  upon  very  advan- 
tageous terms  under  powers  given 
them  by  statute. 

Where  the  rules  of  such  a  society 
authorised  the  directors  to  invest  the 
funds  on  mortgages  for  ten  years  at 
any  rate  of  interest,  or  in  building  on 
or  improving  land  mortgaged  to  them, 
and  authorised  members  to  withdraw 
their  shares  upon  giving  a  certain 
notice,  and  provided  that  such  mem- 
bers should  not  be  liable  to  any  future 
fines,  but  should  be  entitled  to  receive 
the  net  amount  of  their  subscriptions 
paid  with  interest,  and  also  a  share 


of  profits,  but  no  time  was  specified 
for  making  such  payments;  and  the 
directors  had  power  to  pay  such 
claims  in  the  order  in  which  they 
arose,  the  amount  payable  to  a  with- 
drawing member  having  been  referred 
to  arbitration: — ffeld,  that  it  was 
competent  to  the  arbitrator  to  con- 
sider, when,  consistently  with  the  due 
prosecution  of  the  other  objects  of  the 
society,  such  payment  should  be  made, 
and  to  fix  a  time  for  such  payment 
accordingly. 

Held,  also,  that  a  Court  of  equity 
had  no  jurisdiction  to  alter  the  award, 
unless  there  was  error  upon  the  fistoe 
of  it,  or  it  was  shewn  to  have  been 
corruptly  obtained. 

Therefore,  where  a  principal  sum 
and  interest  only  were  awarded,  the 
Court  would  not  calculate  whether 
the  amounts  were  correct  according 
to  the  rules,  or  whether  the  principal 
sum  included  profits  or  not.  The 
award  directed  a  sum  to  be*  paid  for 
costs,  which  the  arbitrator  had  no 
power  to  do,  except  by  a  rule  made 
after  the  member  had  given  notice  to 
withdraw : — ffeldy  that  this  part  of 
the  award  was  bad,  but  being  separ- 
able, it  did  not  vitiate  the  rest  Ar- 
mUage  v.  Walker ,  211 

BONA  FIDES. 
See  Injunction,  1,  2. 

BOND. 

See  Limitation  op  Actions  and 
Suits,  1,  3. 
Municipal  Corporation. 


CALLS. 
See  Lien. 

CANCELLING  DEED. 
See  Surety,  1. 


CONVEYANCK 


COPYRIGHT. 
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CHARITY. 

See  Mortmain,  1,  2. 
Will,  12,  13. 

CHILDREN. 

See  Portion. 
Will,  15. 

CLIENT. 
See  Solicitor,  1,  2. 

CODICIL. 
See  Will,  13. 

CONDITION. 
See  Will,  3. 

CONFIDENTIAL  COMMUNI- 
CATIONS. 

See  Production  op  Documents. 

CONSIDERATION. 

See  Married  Woman,  3. 
Surety,  2. 


CONSTRUCTION. 

See  Merchant  Shipping  Act,  1854. 
Settlement. 

Will,  4,  6,  7,  8,  9,  10,  11,  15, 
17. 


CONTRIBUTORY. 
See  Public  Company. 

CONVERSION 
See  Mortgage,  1. 

CONVEYANCE 
See  Jurisdiction,  2. 


CONVICT. 

A  pardon  granted  to  a  felon  under 
the  sign  manual  has  not  the  effect  of 
a  pardon  under  the  Great  SeaL  The 
5  Geo.  4,  c.  84,  s.  26,  protects  felons 
whose  sentences  have  been  remitted 
by  the  Governor  of  the  penal  colony, 
in  the  enjoyment  of  property  sub- 
sequently acquired  by  them,  not  only 
by  their  own  industry,  but  also  by 
other  means. 

So,  where  a  convict  who  had  re- 
ceived a  conditional  free  pardon  sub- 
sequently became  entitled,  as  one  of 
a  class  which  could  not  be  previously 
ascertained,  to  a  share  of  personal 
property  bequeathed  by  a  will  made 
long  before  the  date  of  his  conviction : 
— ffeldy  he  was  entitled  to  retain  this 
share  against  the  Crown.  G<mgh 
V.  Domes,  623 

COPYRIGHT. 

The  International  Copyright  Acts 
and  the  convention  with  France  and 
Order  in  Council  made  thereunder, 
do  not  exempt  authors  of  works  in 
Frcmce  claiming  copyright  in  this 
country  from  the  conditions  affecting 
authors  of  works  in  this  country. 

The  Order  in  Council  of  the  10th 
of  January,  1852,  providing  that 
French  works  must  be  registered  at 
StoHoners*  Hall  within  three  months 
after  the  first  publication  thereof  in 
France,  "  or,  if  such  work  be  pub- 
lished in  parts,  then  within  three 
months  after  the  publication  of  the 
last  part  thereof:** — Held,  that  a 
French  newBpaper  published  weekly, 
and  not  intended  to  be  completed  in 
any  definite  number  of  parts,  must 
be  registered  within  three  months 
after  its  commencement,  or,  if  it  had 
commenced  before  1852,  within  three 
months  after  the  date  of  the  Order 
in  Council 

Semble,  the  registration  of  a  num> 


782 


COSTS. 


CREDITORS'  DEED. 


ber  of  such  a  periodical  in  1855,  long 
after  its  commencement,  did  not  ex- 
tend to  the  succeeding  numbers  the 
protection  of  the  International  Copy- 
right Acts. 

Neglect  to  register  on  the  part  of 
the  officials  at  Stationers'  HaU  pre- 
vents  an  author  having  the  benefit  of 
the  statute  as  against  the  public. 
Ca8$ea  T.  Stiff,  279 

COSTS. 

1.  Where  a  person  bound  bja  cove- 
nant to  renew  a  lease  if  required,  ''at 
the  costs  and  charges  in  all  icings*' 
of  the  lessee,  subsequently  devised 
the  land  in  strict  settlement,  and  died 
pending  the  arrangements  for  a  re- 
newal, leaving  the  first  person  en- 
titled to  an  estate  of  inheritance 
under  his  will  an  infant,  so  that  it 
was  necessary  to  institute  a  suit  in 
Chancery  to  obtain  a  renewal  of  the 
lease  : — Hdd,  that  the  costs  of  the 
suit  must  be  paid  out  of  the  estate 
of  the  covenantor,  because  it  had 
been  rendered  necessary  by  his  own 
act  done  subsequently  to  entering 
into  the  covenant  Worthami  v. 
Lord  Daere,  437 

2.  Trustees  of  a  congregation, 
which,  by  the  terms  of  its  trust,  was 
to  be  in  connexion  with  the  Esta- 
blished Church  of  Scotlcmd,  adopted 
the  opinions  of  the  Free  Church  of 
Scotland,  and  refused  to  retire  from 
the  trust.  They  were  ordered  to 
pay  the  costs  of  the  appointment  of 
new  trustees.  Attorney-General  v. 
Murdoch,  571 
See   Agreement. 

Injunction,  2. 
Landlord  and  Tenant. 
Merchant  Shipping  Act,  1854. 
Practice,  4. 
Security  for  Costs. 
Solicitor,  1. 

Trustee  Relief  Act,  1,  2. 
Will,  9,  13. 


COST  BOOK  SYSTEM. 
See  PuBUO  Gomfant. 

COVENANT. 
See  Costs,  1. 

iNJUNCnOK,  5. 

Landlord  Aino  Tenant. 
Settleiient. 

CRASSA  NEGLIGENTIA. 
See  SoucrroBy  1. 

CREDITORa 

The  provision  of  the  2  &  3  Yict 
c.  11,  s.  4,  that  all  judgments  shall, 
after  the  expiration  of  five  years 
from  the  entry  thereof  be  nuU  and 
void  against  lands,  tenements,  and 
other  hereditaments  as  to  creditors, 
imless  re-registered  within  five  years 
before  the  right  of  such  creditors 
accrued,  refers  only  to  creditors  who 
have  some  right  or  interest  in  such 
lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments, 
as,  for  example,  by  virtue  of  a  cre- 
ditors' decree,  directing  a  sale  of  such 
property. 

Creditors  of  a  deceased  debtor 
have  not,  on  his  death,  a  right 
against  his  leasehold  property,  in  the 
hands  of  his  executor  or  administra- 
tor, within  the  meaning  of  this  Act 
— QucBre,  if  they  have,  even  after  a 
creditors*  decree,  any  such  right  in 
the  specific  chattels  of  the  deceased 
debtor,  unless  the  decree  directs 
them  to  be  sold  for  the  benefit  of  the 
creditors. 

In  re  Perrin,  2  Dru.  k  War.  147, 
distinguished.     Simpson  v.  Moriey, 

71 
See  Lapse,  1. 

CREDITORS'  DEED. 
1.  A  creditor  assigned  property,  by 
deed,  to  trustees  upon  trust  to  sell. 


CREDITORS'  DEED. 


DISCRETION. 
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and  apply  the  clear  proceeds  in  pay- 
ment of  the  debts  owing  by  him  to 
such  of  his  creditors  as  should,  be- 
fore a  certain  day,  execute  the  deed, 
and  the  surplus,  if  any,  to  the  assig- 
nor ;  and  the  deed  contained  a  re- 
lease by  the  creditors.  The  assignor 
and  the  trustees,  who  were  also  cre- 
ditors, executed  the  deed  at  once. 
No  other  creditor  executed  before 
the  stipulated  day,  but  notice  of  the 
deed  was  given  to  them  all,  and  they 
forbore  to  sue,  and  fifteen  years  af- 
terwards some  were  permitted  to  ex- 
ecute,— the  trustees  meanwhile  hav- 
ing taken  possession  of  and  sold  part 
of  the  property : — Eddy  that  the 
deed  was  binding  on  the  assignor, 
and  that  the  creditors  were  entitled 
to  have  the  trusts  of  it  carried  into 
effect.     Nicholson  v.  TuHn,  18 

2.  A  creditors'  deed  contained  a 
proviso,  that  such  creditors  as  should 
not  execute  or  assent  in  writing  to 
the  deed  on  or  before  a  certain  day, 
or  within  such  further  time,  not  ex- 
ceeding thirty  days,  as  the  trustees 
should  appoint,  should  be  excluded 
from  the  benefit  of  the  deed.  The 
trustees  issued  an  advertisement, 
which  stated  their  power  of  extend- 
ing the  time  for  execution.  The 
debtor  owed  his  son  a  large  sum  of 
money.  The  son  was  in  America  at 
the  date  of  the  deed.  A  solicitor 
who  had  acted  for  him  when  in  Eng- 
land, on  the  last  day  for  execution, 
wrote  to  the  trustees  on  behalf  of 
the  son,  signifying  his  assent  to  the 
deed.  Subsequently  he  received 
from  the  son  a  power  of  attorney  to 
execute  the  deed ;  and  before  the  end 
of  the  period  for  which  the  trustees 
might  have  enlarged  the  time  for  ex- 
ecuting the  deed,  he  applied  to  them 
to  permit  him  to  execute  on  behalf 
of  the  son  : — Held,  that  the  son  was 
entitled  under  these  circumstances 
to  the  bepefit  of  the  deed,  because  it 


was  the  duty  of  the  trustees  to  en- 
large the  time,  so  as  to  aQow  his  atr- 
tomey  to  execute  the  deed.  Dwnch 
V.  Kent,  1  Vem.  260,  observed  upon. 
Baworth  v.  Parker,  163 

CROSS  SUIT. 
See  Practice,  3. 

CUSTOM  OF  LONDON. 

See  Will,  9. 

CY   PREa 
See  Will,  12. 

DAMAGES. 
See  Injunction,  3. 

DECLARATORY  DECRER 
See  JuBiSDionoNy  2. 

DEL   CREDERE. 
See  Principal  and  Agent. 

DEMONSTRATIVE  LEGACY. 
See  Will,  13. 

DEVASTAVIT. 

See  Limitation  of  Actions  and 
Surra 

DIRECTORS. 

See  Injunction^  4. 
Pleading. 

DISCLAIMER. 

See  Election. 

DISCRETION. 
See  Power  of  Sale. 
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EXECUTORS. 


FARMING  STOCK 


DOMICIL. 

See  Legitiication. 

ELECTION. 

Deyiae  of  readuary  real  estate  in 
lieu  and  discharge  of  aU  debts  due 
from  testator  to  devisee.  Devisee 
dies  intestate  three  days  after  tes- 
tator :^-^e2i,  as  between  the  heir 
and  personal  representative  of  the 
devisee,  that,  it  not  being  manifestly 
for  the  disadvantage  of  the  devisee 
to  retain  the  devised  estate,  the 
Court  could  not  presume  a  disclaimer 
by  hei^-consequently  her  heir  was 
entitled  to  the  estate,  and  debts 
elaimed  by  her  administrator  as  due 
to  her  fixmi  the  testator  were  dis- 
eharged. 

But^  senMe,  had  it  been  manifestly 
for  the  disadvantage  of  the  devisee 
to  retain  the  estate  upon  the  terms 
proposed  by  the  testator,  the  Court 
might  have  presumed  a  disclaimer. 
Harris  Y.  Watkine,  473 

ESTOPPEL. 
See  MAitRiBD  Woman,  3. 

EVIDENCE. 
See  JuBiSDiGTioN,  2. 
HonoN  FOR  Decree. 
Practice,  2. 
Public  Company. 
Solicitor,  1. 

Specific  Performance,  1. 
Wiuu,  12,  18. 

EXCEPTIONS. 
See  Practice,  1,  3. 

EXECUTORS. 
See  PHAcrriCE,  5 

WXLL.   3, 


EXECUTOR  DE  SON  TORT. 

See  JuRiSDicnoN. 

EXECUTORY   BEQUEST. 
See  Lapse,  2. 

EXONERATION. 
See  Adidnustration. 

FELON. 
See  Convict. 

FARMING  STOCK 

Farming  stock  and  implements  of 
husbandry  are  not  things  quie  ipso 
usu  consumuntur,  and  therefore  a 
gift  of  them  for  life  does  not  confer 
on  the  legatee  for  life  the  absolute 
interest  in  them. 

A  farmer  bequeathed  fiuming 
stock  and  implements  of  husbandly 
and  residuary  real  and  personal  es- 
tate to  trustees,  upon  trust  to  per- 
mit his  wife  to  have  the  full  benefit 
and  enjoyment  of  the  same  for  life, 
and  then  to  sell  them,  and  divide  the 
proceeds  among  his  duldren.  The 
widow,  after  the  testator's  death, 
with  the  assistance  of  her  son,  who 
was  one  of  the  trustees  and  a  l^atee 
in  remainder,  carried  on  the  testator's 
farm,  and  took  additional  land  to 
farm  on  lease  in  the  name  of  her  son. 
On  the  death  of  the  widow  : — Held^ 
that  the  lease  of  the  additional  land, 
and  the  stock  thereon,  belonged  to 
her  estate,  and  the  stock  on  the  ori- 
ginal farm,  to  the  estate  of  her  hua^ 
band. 

Heldf  that  the  son  was  bailiff  of 
the  widow;  and,  on  his  making  a 
claim  to  be  beneficially  entitled  to 
the  additional  land  and  the  stock 
thereon,  which  was  not  supported  by 


FIXTURES. 


785 


any  evidence  proving  a  gift  of  it  to 
or  a  purchase  by  him,  he  was  made 
to  pay  the  costs  occasioned  by  such 
claim ;  but  an  inquiry  was  directed 
whether  any  and  what  sum  was  pro- 
per to  be  allowed  him  as  bailiff. 
Groves  y,  Wrighty  347 

FIXTURES. 

Mortgage  by  two,  described  in  the 
deed  as  copper  roller  manufacturers, 
reciting  a  conveyance  to  them  of 
land,  and  mills  or  factories,  in  a 
manufacturing  town,  as  tenants  in 
common  in  fee,  and  that  they  were 
carrying  on  business  at  the  said  mills 
or  foctories  as  copper  roller  manu- 
facturers, and  in  such  capacity  had 
lately  affixed  to  or  placed  upon  the 
land,  mills,  or  jGsu^tories,  a  steam 
engine  and  boilers,  together  with  a 
large  quantity  of  mill-gear  and  mill- 
wright work,  and  granting  the  land, 
mills,  or  factories,  and  hereditaments 
comprised  in  the  recited  conveyance, 
to  the  use  of  the  Plaintiff  in  fee, 
subject  to  a  proviso  for  redemption  : 
— Held,  as  between  the  Plaintifib 
and  the  mortgagor's  assignees  in 
bankruptcy, — 

First,  that,  assuming  it  possible  to 
distinguish  between  the  case  of  ma- 
chinery placed  upon  land  for  the 
purpose  of  trade  or  manufacture  as 
collateral  to  and  independent  of  the 
use  and  enjo3anent  of  the  land,  and 
that  of  machinery  placed  upon  land 
for  the  purpose  of  better  and  more 
profitably  enjoying  the  land  (as  to 
which  quasre),  the  recitals  shewed 
that  this  was  a  case  of  the  latter 
description ;  and  although  the  means 
of  the  proposed  use  and  enjoyment 
of  the  land  was  manufacture  or  trade, 
all  articles  fixed  to  the  freehold, 
whether  by  screws,  solder,  or  any 
other  permanent  means,  or  by  being 
let  into  the  soil,  partook  of  the  na- 
ture of  the  soil,  and  would  have  de- 


scended to  the  heir  along  with  and 
as  part  of  the  soil  itself. 

Secondly,  that  the  mere  grant  of 
the  land,  following  upon  ^e  pre- 
ceding recitals,  was  sufficient  to  pass 
all  articles  so  fixed,  and  that  a  sub- 
sequent enumeration  of  certain  of 
such  articles  did  not  rebut  the  in- 
ference that  all  articles  so  fixed 
passed  by  the  mere  grant  of  the 
land,  as  forming  part  of  the  freehold. 

And,  semble,  that  the  same  result 
would  have  attended  an  assignment 
of  the  land,  had  the  mortgagors  been 
mere  termors. 

Examination  of  the  authorities 
upon  this  subject,  and  a  dictum  in 
HeUaweU  v.  Ea8tvx>od  (6  Exch.  313) 
observed  upon.  The  principle  upon 
which  the  rule  of  law,  that  fixtures 
pass  with  the  soil,  is  relaxed  in  fiivour 
of  trade,  has  no  application  where 
the  parties  who  affix  the  machinery 
are  themselves  owners  in  fee  of  the 
soil. 

Thirdly,  that  the  mortgage,  al- 
though it  comprised  all  fixtures  then 
or  thereafter  to  be  placed  on  the 
land,  and  contained  a  covenant  not 
to  remove  any  of  the  particulars 
granted  by  the  mortgage  without  the 
permission  of  the  mortgagees,  was 
not  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  it  appear- 
ing that  the  mortgagors  had  other 
property,  that  the  mortgage-money 
was  actually  advanced,  and  that  the 
transaction  was  clear  of  fraud. 

Fourthly,  that,  the  fixtures  pass- 
ing by  the  grant  of  the  land,  the  Act 
for  the  Registration  of  Bills  of  Sale 
(17  &  18  Vict  c.  37)  could  have  no 
application. 

Fifthly,  articles  standing  merely 
by  their  own  weight  are  not  "fix- 
tures.'* 

But  where  part  of  a  machine  is  a 
fixture,  and  another  and  essential 
part  of  it  is  moveable,  the  latter  also 
will  be  held  "  a  fixture."  Maiher  v. 
Fraaevy  536 
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FRAUD. 
See  Appodttmsnt. 

MOBTMAIN^  2. 

Uin)UB  Influence. 
FRENCH  LAW. 

See  liBGITDiATION. 

GENERAL  WORDS. 

See  Adyowbons  Appendant. 
Jurisdiction,  2. 

HEIR. 
See  Administration. 
Election. 
Will,  5,  17. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFR 
See  Lien. 

Married  Woman. 
Settlement. 

INFANT. 

When  a  father  has  entered  upon 
the  estate  of  his  in&nt  children,  the 
presumption  is,  that  he  entered  as 
their  guardian  and  bailiff,  and  there- 
fore the  Statute  of  Limitations  does 
not  begin  to  run  against  the  children 
until 'they  attain  twenty-one,  and 
from  that  time  at  least  a  child  has 
twenty  years  within  which  he  may 
recover  possession  : — Semble,  entry 
by  a  stranger  might  not  have  this 
effect 

If  the  &ther  retain  possession  af- 
ter the  children  attain  twenty-one, 
such  possession  will  be  considered  to 
be  continued  in  the  character  in 
which  he  entered,  so  that  an  account 
will  be  directed,  not  from  the  filing 
of  the  bill,  but  if  necessary  from  the 
time  of  entry. 

In  an  adverse  suit,  in  the  nature 
of  an  ejectment  suit,  against  a  person 
in  no  fiduciary  relation  to  the  Plain- 
tiff, this  account  is  only  directed  from 


the  time  of  filing  the  bill     Thomas 
V.  Thomas,  79 

See  Securitt  for  Costs. 
Will,  3. 

INJUNCTION. 

1.  Certain  music  publishers  having 
adapted  original  words  to  an  old 
American  air,  which  was  re-arranged 
for  them,  gave  to  the  song  so  com- 
posed the  name  of  ''Minnie,"  and 
procured  it  to  be  sung  by  Madame 
Arma  ThUlon — a  popular  singer — at 
M  JtUlien's  Concerts  in  London;  and 
when  it  had  by  that  means  become  a 
&vourite  song,  they  published  it  with 
a  title  page,  containing  a  picture  of 
the  singer  who  had  brought  the  song 
into  notice,  and  the  woids  "  Minnie, 
sung  by  Madame  Awna  ThiBon  and 
Miss  Dolby  at  JuUien's  ConcertSy 
written  by  George  lAmJUy^  &a  : — 
Hdd,  that  the  publishers  had  by 
these  means  obtained  a  right  of  pro- 
perty in  that  name  and  description 
of  their  song  which  a  Court  of  equity 
would  restrain  any  person  from  in- 
frmginir. 

Another  music  publisher  subse- 
quently published  the  same  melody, 
with  difierent  words,  and  upon  the 
title  page  they  placed  a  similar  por- 
trait of  Madame  Aniw,  ThiUon,  with 
the  words  ^^  Minnie  Dale,  sung  at 
JuUierCs  Concerts  (and  aJways  en- 
cored) by  Madame  Anna  ThUlon; 
the  Music  composed  by  H,  S.  Thomp- 
son,^ <kc,  this  song  having  never,  in 
truth,  been  sung  by  Madame  Anna 
ThUlon  at  JvXLi&ris  Concerts. 

Hdd,  that  this  was  a  palpable  at- 
tempt to  induce  the  public  to  believe 
that  the  song  so  published  was  the 
same  as  that  of  the  first  publishers; 
and  at  their  suit  an  injunction  was 
granted  on  interlocutory  application 
to  restrain  this  or  any  other  similar 
infringement  of  their  right  to  the 
name  and  description  of  their  song. 
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SenMe,  that  such  a  suit  should  be 
instituted  without  delay  after  dis- 
covering the  infringement.  Cfuxppell 
V.  Sheard,  117 

2.  The  Plaintiff  having  published 
a  song,  on  the  title  page  of  which 
was  a  portrait  of  Madame  Anna 
ThUlatiy  and  the  words  **  Minnie, 
sung  by  Madame  Anna  ThiUon  and 
Miss  Ddhy  at  JiMien^a  Concerts, 
written  by  George  Lvrdey^  Ac.,  and 
this  song  having  become  very  popu- 
lar, the  Defendioit  subsequently  pub- 
lished another  song,  consisting  of 
different  words  to  the  same  air  (in 
which  there  was  no  copyright),  with 
a  title  page  on  which  was  a  different 
portrait  of  Madame  Anna,  ThiUon, 
copied  from  an  American  publication, 
and  the  words  "Minnie,  dear  Minnie, 
Madame  Anna  ThiUon  r—Hdd,  that 
this  was  an  obvious  attempt  to  pass 
off  the  Defendant's  publication  for 
that  of  the  Plaintiffs,  which  had  ob- 
tained the  public  favour;  and  this 
attempt  was  restrained  by  an  inter- 
locutory injunction  without  imposing 
upon  the  parties  the  necessity  of 
trying  the  right  at  law. 

Hdd  also,  that  the  words  "  Writ- 
ten by  George  Lvnley,^  who  was 
chiefly  known  as  a  musical  composer, 
on  the  title  page  of  the  Plaintifls* 
song,  did  not  so  clearly  manifest  an 
intention  to  mislead  the  public  into 
the  belief  that  the  music  was  com- 
posed by  him,  as  to  deprive  the  Plain- 
tiff of  their  right  to  the  injunction. 

Nor  did  the  entry  at  Stationers* 
HaU  of  the  music  as  well  as  the 
words  of  the  song,  although  the 
Plaintiffs  might  have  entered  only 
those  parts  of  the  publication  to 
which  they  had  an  exclusive  right. 

The  Defendant  could  not  escape 
his  liability  by  cautioning  his  shop- 
men to  explain  to  purchasers  that 
his  song  was  not  the  same  as  the 
Plaintiffs',  because  he  could  not  se- 


cure that  retail  dealers  purchasing 
from  him  would  give  the  same  in- 
formation to  their  customers. 

An  interim  injiinction  having  been 
granted,  the  Defendant,  instead  of 
submitting,  insisted  on  his  right  to 
continue  the  publication  of  his  song : 
— Held,  that  he  must  pay  the  costs 
of  a  motion  against  him  to  continue 
the  injunction,  although  it  appeared 
that  no  application  had  been  made 
to  him  by  the  Plaintiffs  previously 
to  the  filing  of  the  bilL 

Another  part  of  the  Plaintiffs*  case 
being,  that  the  Defendant  had  pirated 
two  bars  of  music  which  had  been 
added  by  the  Plaintiffs  to  the  original 
air,  the  Court  refused  to  extend  the 
injunction  to  restrain  such  piracy 
until  the  &ct  had  been  established 
by  a  trial  at  law.  Chappdl  v.  David- 
eon,  123 

3.  Where  the  construction  of  a 
contract  is  dear,  and  the  breach 
dear,  it  is  not  a  question  of  damage; 
but  the  mere  circumstance  of  the 
breach  of  covenant  affords  sufficient 
ground  for  the  Court  to  interfere  by 
injunction. 

And,  aemble,  the  Court  may  so  in- 
terfere, whether  the  breach  has  or 
has  not  been  actually  committed, 
provided  the  Defendant  claims  and 
insists  on  a  right  to  do  the  act  which 
would  constitute  such  breach. 

Defendants  demised  to  Plaintiff  a 
plot  of  land,  one-half  of  an  adjoining 
brook,  a  cotton  mill,  reservoir,  and 
steam-engine  of  100-horse  power  on 
the  plot  of  land,  and  the  use  of  a 
weir  below  the  mill,  for  the  purpose 
of  holding  up  the  water  of  the  brook 
from  the  weir  to  the  level  of  the  bed 
of  the  brook  at  a  bridge  above  the 
mill,  **  and  the  free  use  and  enjoy« 
ment  of  so  much  of  the  stream  of 
water  which  usually  flowed  down  the 
brook  adjoining  the  plot  of  land  aa 
should  be  necessary  for  effectually 
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BupplTing  with  water  and  working 
the  said  steam-engine,  or  any  other 
steam-engine  of  like  power  and  capa- 
oity;**  and  covenanted  not  to  con- 
struct  any  other  weir  or  dam  be- 
tween the  weir  and  bridge,  and  for 
quiet  enjoyment  of  the  demised  pre- 
mises according  to  the  tenor  of  the 
demise.  Shortly  afterwards  the  De- 
fendants erected,  a  little  below  the 
bridge  but  above  the  FlaintifTs  miU, 
a  new  cotton  mill  and  steam-engine, 
with  a  reservoir,  which  drew  off 
water  from  the  brook  between  the 
Plaintiff's  reservoir  and  the  bridge, 
and  they  discharged  the  heated  wa- 
ter which  they  had  used  for  their 
new  mill  into  the  brook,  whereby  on 
one  occasion  they  raised  the  tempera- 
ture of  the  water,  which  the  Plaintiff 
had  to  use  for  condensing  his  engine, 
from  57°  to  68^  All  the  engineer- 
ing witnesses  agreed  that  every  addi- 
tional degree  of  heat  above  41°  ren- 
ders water  less  fit  for  condensing 
purposes.  It  was  also  deposed  that 
on  another  occasion,  in  consequence 
of  the  increased  temperature,  the 
Plaintifi^s  engine  worked  "  nearly 
half  a  stroke  per  minute  less  **  than 
the  usual  rate  of  twenty-eight  strokes 
per  minute. 

Upon  motion  for  a  decree,  the 
Coui-t  granted  a  perpetual  injunction, 
restraining  the  Defendants  from  dis- 
charging heated  water,  so  as  to  in- 
crease the  temperature  of  the  water 
which  the  Plaintiff  used  for  con- 
densing; being  of  opinion  that  the 
evidence,  exclusive  of  that  as  to  the 
actual  diminution  in  the  working  of 
the  engine,  shewed  a  material  inter- 
ference with  the  quality  of  the  water 
to  which  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled 
under  the  demise;  and  that  the  ques- 
tion whether  such  interference  was 
such  as  to  give  him  a  right  to  damages 
was  one  which  he  was  not  obliged  to 

But  so   much  of  the  motion  as 


sought  to  restrain  the  Defendants 
from  diverting  the  water  for  their 
new  miU,  was  directed  to  stand  over, 
upon  terms  of  the  Plaintiff  bringing 
an  action ;  the  Plaintiff  having  fiuled 
to  shew  that  he  had  ever  yet  been 
deprived  by  the  Defendants  of  the 
quantity  of  water  necessary  for  ef- 
fectually supplying  and  working  his 
engine,  although  it  appeared  from 
the  evidence  that  he  had  great  reason 
to  fear  that  he  would  be  so  deprived. 
Tipping  v.  Eckeraley^  264 

4.  Applications  to  Parliament  on 
public  and  on  private  grounds  dis- 
tinguished : — ^the  latter  may,  in  a 
proper  case,  be  restrained;  the  for- 
mer cannot,  in  any  case,  be  restrained 
by  injunction. 

The  Defendants  (a  railway  com- 
pany) agreed  with  the  Plaintiffs  (also 
a  rsdlway  company)  not  to  apply  to 
Parliament  to  make  any  line,  or 
branch  line,  connecting  the  Defend- 
ants' with  the  Plaintiffs*  railway,  ex- 
cept a  certain  main  line  and  branches 
and  certain  deviations,  for  which  ap- 
plication had  been  made  to  Parlia- 
ment by  the  Defendants.  And,  in 
consideration  of  the  premises,  the 
Plaintiffs,  who  had  previously  op- 
posed, agreed  to  support  the  De- 
fendants' application,  and,  if  required, 
to  petition  Parliament  in  its  favour. 
The  Plaintiffs  performed  their  part 
of  the  agreement,  and  the  Defendants 
obtained  their  Act  The  Court  re- 
fused to  restrain  the  Defendants 
from  applying  to  Parliament  for 
power  to  make  a  further  deviation, 
on  the  groimd  that  the  bill,  if  passed, 
would  be  passed  on  public  grounds, 
which  this  Court  could  not  try,  and 
with  full  knowledge  of  the  agree- 
ment; while,  if  rejected,  the  incon- 
venience of  opposing  the  bill  would 
be  compensated  in  damages  for  a 
breach  of  the  agreement,  assuming 
that  agreement  to  be  legal. 
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But  upon  the  question,  whether 
such  an  agreement  is  legal,  the  Court 
expressed  no  opinion. 

An  agreement  between  two  rail- 
way companies,  that  the  one  company 
will  not  cany  traffic  over  a  particular 
portion  of  their  line,  held,  ohUery  not 
illegal 

Whether  an  agreement  by  the  di- 
rectors of  one  railway  company,  that, 
in  return  for  being  entitled  to  carry 
traffic  over  their  fine  on  to  the  line 
of  another  railway  company,  the  di- 
rectors of  the  first  company  will,  out 
of  the  assets  of  their  own  company, 
make  certain  payments  to  the  latter, 
is  or  is  not  void,  as  being  beyond  the 
powers  of  the  directors — Qucere. 
The  Lancaster  and  Carlisle  RaUvoay 
Ccmpam,y  v.  The  North  Western  RaU- 
way  Company,  293 

5.  In  a  case  resting  simply  upon 
covenant,  if  the  party  seeking  specific 
performance  be  entitled  in  possession, 
he  haa  a  right  to  the  enjoyment  of 
the  property  modo  et  forma  according 
to  his  covenant ;  but  if  he  be  entitled 
in  remainder  only,  he  must  shew-that 
he  has  sustained  some  material  da- 
mage by  reason  of  the  breach  to  en- 
title him  to  relief  of  this  nature. 

Demise  of  land  for  999  years,  at  a 
yearly  rent  of  33^.  odd,  and  covenant 
by  lessee  not  to  carry  on,  or  suffer 
to  be  carried  on,  in  any  building 
to  be  erected  on  the  premises,  any 
of  several  noxious  or  objectionable 
trades  and  employments,  "  or  any 
other  trade,  business,  or  employ- 
ment whatsoever,**  but  to  use  the 
premises  solely  for  private  dwelling- 
houses.  Lessor  died,  having  devis^ 
the  premises  to  one  for  life,  and  to 
the  Plaintiffs  in  remainder.  De- 
fendant, as  sub-lessee,  carried  on 
upon  the  premises  a  school  for  girls. 
A  bill  for  an  injunction,  living  the 
tenant  for  life  (who  was  not  a  Plain- 
tiff), dismissed  with  costs,  upon  the 


ground  that,  having  regard  to  the 
circumstance  that  the  Plaintiffs  were 
merely  entitled  in  remainder,  the  re- 
lief prayed  was  too  minute,  there 
being  no  case  of  waste,  but  only  a 
possibility  of  the  respectability  of  the 
neighbourhood  being  in  some  measure 
affected;  and  the  argument  from 
acquiescence  could  not  apply,  the 
Plaintiffs  having  no  right  of  re-entiy. 
But  hdd,  obiter,  i^t  in  a  gross 
case,  e.  g.  a  noxious  trade,  an  injunc- 
tion would  have  been  granted,  al- 
though the  Plaintiff  were  not  en- 
titled in  possession.  Johnstone  v. 
Haa,  414 

See  Landlord  and  Tenant. 
Partnebship,  2. 
Surety,  1,  2. 

INQUIRY. 
See  Married  Woican,  1. 

INSANITY. 
See  Partnership. 

INTEREST. 

See  Limitation    op    Actions  and 
Surra,  3. 

JOINT  STOCK  COMPANY. 
«         See  Public  Cohpant. 

JUDGMENT. 

See  Creditors. 

Municipal  Corporation. 
Partnership,  2. 

JURISDICTION. 

1 .  An  Englishman  having  died  in- 
testate in  Belgium,  possessed  of  real 
and  personal  property  there,  his  bro- 
ther went  over  from  England  and 
obtained  representation  to  him  pur  et 
simple  which  by  the  Belgian  law  im- 
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posed  upon  him  a  personal  obligation 
to  pay  all  the  debts  of  the  intestate 
independently  of  the  amount  of  the 
assets.  The  intestate's  brother  after- 
wards  returned  to  this  country,  but 
did  not  take  possession  of  any  pro- 
perty in  Englcmd  belonging  to  the 
intestate:  a  creditor  of  the  intestate 
obtained  letters  of  administration  to 
him  in  Englcmd: — Heldy  that  he 
oould  not  sue  the  intestate's  brother 
in  equity,  in  respect  of  the  personal 
liability  which  he  had  so  incurred, 
but  that  his  remedy  to  recover  his 
debt  was  at  law. 

ffddf  also,  that  the  intestate's  bro- 
ther, as  he  had  not  taken  possession 
of  any  of  the  English  property  of  the 
intestate,  was  not  an  executor  de  son 
tort     Becman  y.  Lord  ffaatmgs,  724 

2.  There  is  no  jurisdiction  in  the 
Court  of  Chancery  under  which  a 
Plaintiff  may  file  a  bill,  alleging  that 
he  has  a  good  l^al  title  to  property 
of  which  he  is  in  possession  with- 
out any  interruption  of  his  enjoy- 
ment, but  that  the  Defendant  sets  up 
an  equitable  daim  which  ought  not 
to  be  binding  on  the  Plaintiff,  be- 
cause he  acquLred  his  legal  title  with- 
out notice  of  it,  and  (praying  no  other 
relief)  may  obtain,  in  such  a  suit,  a 
declaration  that  he  had  not  notice  of 
such  equitable  claim,  and  that  it  is 
not  binding  upon  him. 

The  50th  section  of  the  15  &  16 
Vict.  c.  86,  empowers  the  Court  of 
Chancery  *'  to  make  binding  declara- 
tions of  right  without  giving  conse- 
quential relief  only  in  cases  in  which 
tiiere  is  some  equitable  relief  which 
might  be  granted  if  the  Plaintiff 
chose  to  ask  for  it 

In  order  to  enable  the  Court  of 
Chancery  to  rectify  a  settlement,  it 
must  be  proved  that  it  was  drawn  in 
its  existing  form  by  a  mistake  com- 
mon to  all  the  parties  to  it  If  the 
evidence  be  sudb  as  to  make  it  doubt- 


ful whether  this  was  so  or  not,  the 
utmost  that  the  Court  will  do  is  to 
direct  a  further  inquiry. 

The  lord  of  the  manor  of  E.,  which 
was  situated  in  the  parish  of  K.,  in 
the  county  of  If,,  being  entitled  also 
to  certain  other  real  estate  in  JT.,  not 
parcel  of  the  manor,  mortgaged  this 
last-mentioned  real  estate,  not  in- 
cluding the  manor,  to  ii.  Afterwards, 
by  a  deed  reciting  that  he  was  seised 
of  or  entitled  to  the  messuages,  lands, 
hereditaments,  and  premises  therein- 
after intended  to  be  conveyed,  sub- 
ject to  the  mortgchge  to  A.,  he  conveyed 
to  J9.  by  way  of  mortgage  all  the 
property  comprised  in  ^e  mortgage 
to  J.,  "  and  all  other  the  lands,  tene- 
ments, and  hereditaments  in  thecoun- 
ty  of  M,,  whereof  or  whereto  "  the 
mortgagor  <'  is  seised  or  entitled  for 
any  estate  of  inheritance:" — Eddy 
that  the  manor  of  K.  was  not  includ- 
ed in  this  mortgage  to  B.  Boohe  v. 
Lord  Kensingtony  753 

See  Benefit  Buildino  Societt. 
Injunction,  4. 
Surety,  1. 

LACHEa 

See  Public  Company. 
Undue  Influence. 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

A  lease  was  granted  of  copyhold 
houses  and  lands  in  London,  for 
twenty-one  years,  subject  to  a  small 
rent,  and  to  the  usual  covenants  to 
repair,  insure,  <kc,  with  the  usual 
proviso  for  re-entry  on  breach  of  any 
of  the  covenants;  and  also  a  covenant 
by  the  lessor,  provided  the  rent  should 
have  been  paid  cmd  the  covenants  kept, 
at  the  request  in  writing  of  the  les- 
see, to  procure  from  the  lord  of  the 
manor  a  license  to  demise  the  pre- 
mises for  the  further  term  of  twenty- 
one  years,  and  90  from  time  to  time^ 
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provided  such  request  should  be  given 
(u  aforesaid:  and,  on  obtaining  such 
license,  to  grant  a  new  lease  with  the 
same  covenants,  including  the  cove- 
nant for  renewal  Subseqaently,  the 
lease  was  renewed  on  the  expiration 
of  the  term,  by  a  new  lease  for 
twenty-one  years  containing  similar 
covenants.  The  lessee  expended  mo- 
ney on  the  premises,  and  the  value  of 
the  property  was  much  increased. 
The  covenants  in  the  renewed  lease, 
to  repair  and  to  insure,  were  broken, 
and,  at  the  end  of  the  renewed  term, 
the  landlord,  on  account  of  the  breach 
of  the  covenants,  refused  again  to  re- 
new, and  brought  an  action  of  eject- 
ment : — Held,  that  a  Court  of  equity 
would  not  compel  the  landlord  to  re- 
new, nor  restrain  him  from  ejecting 
the  lessee. 

Held,  that  the  construction  of  the 
covenant  for  renewal  in  the  first 
lease  was  not,  that  in  future  leases 
the  renewal  was  to  be  on  request 
only,  whether  the  lessee's  covenants 
had  been  performed  or  not,  because 
it  provided  that  the  renewed  lease 
should  contain  a  like  covenant  for 
renewal 

As  the  case  was  one  of  great  hard- 
ship on  the  lessee,  and  the  question 
had  not  before  arisen  in  the  case  of  a 
lease  with  a  covenant  for  perpetual 
renewal,  the  Court  dismissed  Uiebill 
without  costs.     Job  v.  Banister,  374 


LAPSK 

1.  A  testator,  who  had  been  bank- 
rupt, and  had  obtained  his  certificate 
thirty  years  before  the  date  of  his 
will,  directed  by  his  will  that  all  his 
debts  should  be  paid,  including  the 
debts  proved  and  not  paid  in  full  in 
the  bankruptcy,  and  durected  his  ex- 
ecutors to  pay  to  the  official  assignee 
in  the  bankruptcy,  in  trust  to  pay  all 
such  creditors,  so  much  money  as 
would  make    the  dividend  in  the 


bankruptcy  equal  to  20^.  in  the 
pound : — Held,  that  the  benefit  there- 
by intended  to  be  conferred  on  a  cre- 
ditor did  not  lapse  by  his  death  in 
the  testator's  lifetime.  In  re  Sower- 
bt/s  Trust,  630 

2.  If  there  be  an  executory  be- 
quest of  personalty  depending  either 
upon  the  determination  of  a  preced- 
ing limited  interest,  or  upon  a  collar 
teral  event  defeating  an  interest  pre- 
viously given,  and  such  limited  inter- 
est determine,  or  such  collateral  event 
happen  during  the  lifetime  of  the  tes- 
tator, the  executory  bequest  does  not 
lapse. 

Accordingly,  where  there  was  a 
bequest  to  ^e  testatoi^s  five  daugh- 
ters of  6000/.  each,  to  be  invested  by 
the  executors  within  seven  years 
from  the  testator's  death,  ''  in  trust 
for  them  or  their  children,  but  tfcmy 
of  my  said  daughters  should  die  lea/th 
ing  no  issue,  then  the  share  or  portion 
so  invested  shall  be  divided  amongst 
those  who  have  issue,  share  and  share 
alike,  as  they  arrive  at  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years;  and  if  only  one, 
the  whole  to  go  to  that  one  only." 
One  daughter  died  without  issue  in 
the  lifetime  of  the  testator : — ffeld, 
that  the  6000/.  given  to  her  passed 
by  the  gift  over  to  those  of  the  t-es- 
tator's  daughters  who  were  living  at 
his  death,  and  had  issue  then  living, 
absolutely. 

ffeld,  also,  that  the  words  above 
printed  in  italics  ought  to  be  read  as 
though  in  a  parenthesis. 

ffeld,  farther,  that  as  the  estate 
was  sufficient  to  pay  them  at  the  tes- 
tator's death,  interest  must  be  paid 
upon  the  legacies  from  a  year  after 
the  testator's  death,  the  direction  for 
investment  being  for  the  convenience 
of  the  estate,  and  not  for  the  benefit 
of  the  residuary  legatee.  VofrUy  v. 
Winn,  700 

See  Will,  1,  16. 
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LIMITATION  OF  ACTIONS  AND  SUITS. 


LATENT  AMBIGUITY. 
See  Will,  la 

LEASK 

See  Costs,  1. 
Injunction,  5. 
Landlobd  and  Tenant. 

LEGAL  ESTATK 
See  MoBTOAGE,  L 

LEGITIMATION. 

A  domiciled  Englishmany  being 
ihe  putative  &ther  of  an  illegitimate 
child,  bom  in  France  of  a  French 
woman,  and  afterwards  becoming 
domiciled  in  FrancCy  cannot,  on  his 
subsequent  marriage  with  the  mother 
of  the  child,  l^timatise  the  child 
under  the  provisions  of  the  French 
law,  so  as  to  enable  it  to  share  in  a 
bequest  to  his  children  contained  in 
the  will  of  a  person  in  England, 

The  reasons  for  this  are — 

1.  That  marriage,  being  a  personal 
contract,  is  like  other  personal  con- 
tracts regulated  by  the  law  of  the 
domicil  of  the  party. 

2.  That  the  law  of  the  domicil  of 
the  putative  father  attached  to  the 
child  at  its  birth,  and  by  that  law 
its  bastardy  was  indelible. 

3.  That,  by  the  law  of  France,  a 
bastard  cannot  afterwards  be  made 
legitimate,  i^  at  the  time  of  its  con- 
ception, the  parents  were  incapable 
of  contracting  to  legitimatise  the 
child  after  its  birth,  and  a  domiciled 
Englishman  could  not  bind  himself 
by  such  a  contract. 

4.  That,  by  the  law  of  France,  a 
bastard  can  never  be  made  legitimate 
if  it  is  uncertain  who  was  the  father  : 
and  a  domiciled  Englishman  by  the 
law  of  this  country  cannot,  for  civil 


purposes,  be  more  than  the  putative 
father  of  a  bastard  child.  In  re 
Wrighfs  Trust,  595 

LIEN. 

Where  the  calls  on  new  shares, 
allotted  to  trustees  of  a  marriage 
settlement,  in  respect  of  original 
railway  shares,  held  by  them  upon 
the  trusts  of  the  settlement,  had 
been  paid  out  of  the  wife's  separate 
income : — Held,  that  stock,  pur- 
chased with  the  proceeds  of  tibe  sale 
of  such  new  shs^*es,  was  subject  to 
the  trusts  of  the  settlement  as  cor- 
pus, and  that  the  wife  had  a  lien  for 
the  amount  so  paid  for  calls,  by  ana- 
logy to  the  case  of  tenant  for  life 
advancing  money  for  fines  payable 
on  renewal  of  leaseholds.  Rou^  v. 
Untoin,  138 

LIMITATION  OF  ACTIONS 
AND  SUITS. 

1.  A.  executed  a  money  bond, 
binding  himself  and  his  heirs,  and 
died  in  1794,  leaving  B.,  his  heir  and 
executor,  to  whom  real  and  personal 
assets  devolved,  sufficient  to  satisfy 
the  bond.  B.  paid  interest  on  the 
bond  during  his  life.  He  died  in 
1813,  leaving  his  widow  C.  his  exe- 
cutrix and  general  legatee  and  de- 
visee. C.  paid  interest  on  the  bond 
down  to  February,  1817.  In  May 
following,  she  married  D.,  who  paid 
the  interest  and  part  of  the  principal 
due  on  the  bond  during  the  cover- 
ture, which  was  determined  in  June, 
1834,  by  the  death  of  C,  and  he 
afterwards  paid  the  interest  down  to 
his  own  death.  C.  by  will,  under  a 
power  of  appointment,  gave  to  Z).  a 
life  interest  in  her  real  estate,  and 
he  took  out  administration  to  her 
with  her  will  annexed.  D.  died  in 
May,  1852,  leaving  E,  his  executor. 
Subsequently,  the  bond  creditor  took 
out  administration  de  bonis  non  to 
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A,^  B.,  and  C,  and  filed  a  bill 
against  £.  and  the  devisees  of  C.y 
seeking  to  obtain  payment  out  of 
the  real  and  personal  estate  of  C  : — 
Held,  that  the  claim  of  the  bond  cre- 
ditor against  C,  personally  was  a 
claim  on  simple  contract  only  as  for 
a  devastavit,  and  was  therefore  barred 
by  lapse  of  time.  Thome  v.  Ktrr,  54 

2.  In  1824,  A.,  and  B.  as  his 
surety,  covenanted  to  pay  an  annuity 
for  ninety-nine  years ;  and  A.  granted 
lands,  to  which  he  was  entitled  in 
remainder  expectant  upon  the  de- 
cease of  the  survivor  of  two  tenants 
for  life,  to  a  trustee  for  500  years, 
upon  trust,  in  case  tlie  annuity  should 
be  in  arrear  for  a  month,  and  either 
before  or  after  the  decease  of  the 
surviving  tenant  for  life,  to  sell  for 
the  purpose  of  raising  the  arrears  of 
the  annuity,  and  securing  future 
payments.  B,  became  bankrupt  in 
1827,  A,  in  1829.  The  last  payment 
in  respect  of  the  annmty  was  made 
in  1831.  Upon  bill  filed  by  the  an- 
nuitant in  1854,  one  of  the  life 
estates  still  subsisting  : — Held,  that 
the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  have 
the  lands  sold  for  the  residue  of  the 
term  according  to  the  trust,  and  to 
payment  of  all  arrears. 

All  that  HuTiter  v.  Nookdds  (1 
M*N.  4z  G.  640)  determined  was, 
that,  in  a  suit  for  the  administration 
of  the  assets  of  a  grantor  of  an  an- 
nuity, the  annuitant  cannot  prove, 
as  a  personal  debt,  for  more  than  six 
years  arrears.  If  the  decision  went 
to  a  case  like  the  present,  it  is  over- 
ruled by  Cox  v.  Dolman  (2  De  G., 
M*N.  k  G.  592).     Snow  v.  Booth, 

132 

3.  A  bond  debt,  by  which  the 
heir  is  bound,  is  not  a  debt ''  charged 
upon  or  payable  out  of"  land  within 
sect  40  of  3  «fe  4  Will.  4,  c.  27  ;  but 
an  action  upon  it  is  simply  a  per- 
sonal action,  and  Ls  baiTed  by  3  &  4 
Will.  4,  c.  42. 


Consequently,  it  is  barred  by  the 
lapse  of  twenty  years,  unless  such  an 
acknowledgment,  by  writing  or  part 
payment,  has  been  in  the  meantime 
made  by  the  party  liable,  or  his 
agent,  as  is  required  by  the  5th  sec- 
tion of  the  latter  statute. 

This  section  reserves  the  right  of 
action  against  the  person  making 
such  acknowledgment  only,  and  does 
not  simply  rebut  the  presumption  of 
satisfaction  and  leave  the  bond  in 
force,  as  it  woidd  have  been  under 
the  old  law  when  such  presumption 
was  rebutted.  Therefore,  payment 
of  interest  within  twenty  years  by 
the  tenant  for  life  of  the  obligor*8 
real  estate,  did  not  keep  alive  a  right 
of  action  on  the  bond  against  per- 
sons entitled  to  such  real  estate  in 
remaindf  r.     Boddam  v.  MorUy^  336 

See  Infakt. 

LIVING. 

See  Will,  15. 

MAINTENANCR 

See  Will,  9. 

MANOR. 
See  JuRiSDicmoN,  2. 

MARRIED  WOMAN. 

1.  If  a  wife  concurs  with  her  hus- 
band in  mortgaging  property  over 
which  she  has  a  power,  the  husband 
is  primarily  liable,  unless  the  wife 
received  the  money  for  her  «^)arate 
use,  and  the  Court  will  direct  an  in- 
quiry as  to  this  fact.  Thomas  v. 
Thomas,  79 

2.  Wife  entitled  for  life  to  income 
of  settled  property  for  her  separate 
use,  without  power  of  anticipation. 
The  trustees  allowed  the  husband  to 
use  1000/.,  part  of  the  trust  funds, 
for  four  yeai-s.     Shortly  after  which 
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period,  the  wife  separated  from  her 
husband,  and  then  for  the  first  time 
daimed  interest  on  the  1000^.  for 
the  four  years.  She  admitted  she 
had  aUowed  her  husband  to  receive 
her  income,  so  long  as  he  behaved  to 
her  as  a  husband  ought  to  do  : — 
Hddy  that  the  wife  was  not  entitled 
to  the  interest  claimed.  Roicley  v. 
Ufwnn^  138 

3.  A  devise  of  real  estate  to  A, 
for  life,  remainder  to  the  children  of 
A,  in  fee,  with  a  provision  for  sur- 
vivorship and  accruer  in  case  of  the 
death  of  any  or  either  of  such  chil- 
dren under  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years  and  without  issue,  and  if  there 
should  not  be  any  child  of  -4.,  or  if 
any  or  all  such  children  should  die 
under  twenty-one  and  without  issue, 
a  devise  to  the  heirs  and  assigns  of 
A,;  although  A.  had  no  child  at  the 
date  of  the  will  or  at  the  death  of 
the  testator — Hddy  that  the  gift  to 
the  heirs  of  A.  was  a  contingent  re- 
mainder. 

A,  was  a  married  woman,  and 
during  her  coverture  she  and  her 
husband  settled  her  interest  under 
the  will  by  a  deed  dated  in  1840, 
and  which  was  acknowledged  pursu- 
ant to  the  Fines  and  Recoveries  Act, 
upon  herself  for  life,  remainder  to 
her  children,  and  if  none,  then  to 
her  husband  in  fee.  This  deed  re- 
cited the  will  accurately.  A,  died, 
never  having  had  children  : — Heldy 
that  her  heir  claiming  by  descent 
was  not  estopped  by  this  deed. 

The  deed  being  expressed  to  be 
made  in  consideration  of  the  husband 
building  houses  upon  the  land,  which 
he  afterwards  finished  : — Hdd,  that 
it  was  a  settlement  for  valuable  con- 
sideration. 

Held—Th^t  the  Fines  and  Reco- 
veries Act  has  not  removed  the  ina- 
bility of  a  married  woman  to  contract 
concerning    her    real   estate ;     and 


therefore  Hdd — That  the  above- 
mentioned  settlement,  although  for 
valuable  consideration,  was  not  a 
contract  which  could  be  enforced 
against  the  h^  of  the  married 
woman. 

The  husband  and  wife  afterwards 
mortgaged  the  property  under  a 
power  in  the  settlement.  S,,  the 
presumptive  heir  of  the  wife,  being 
aware  of  the  Plaintiff's  intention  to 
lend  money  upon  such  mortgage  be- 
fore he  actually  did  so,  told  him  that 
the  husband  was  indebted  to  him  S,, 
and  that  he  should  expect  to  have 
his  debt  paid  off  out  of  the  mon^ 
which  the  Plaintiff  was  going  to 
lend,  and  that  he  doubted  whether 
the  husband  could  mortgage  the  pro- 
perty ;  but  S.  did  not  state  that  he 
had  any  interest  in  the  property,  or 
that  the  husband  and  wife  had  not 
power  to  make  the  mortgage : — 
Heldy  that  such  knowledge  of  and 
acquiescence  in  the  transaction  of 
the  mortgage  did  not  create  any 
equity  against  S.  on  his  afterwardi 
becoming  the  heir  of  A.y  all  parties 
at  the  time  of  making  the  mortgage 
being  in  possession  of  all  the  £Eu;tB  of 
the  case,  and  the  mistake  being  a 
mistake  not  of  fact  but  of  law. 
Crofia  V.  MidcOekm,  194 

See  Sbcurity  for  Costs. 
Will,  14. 

MERCHANT   SHIPPING  ACT, 
1854. 

The  value  of  a  ship,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Merchant  Shipping 
Act,  1854,  (17  &  18  Vict.  c.  104, 
s.  504),  is  not  the  value  which  the 
owner  would  have  set  upon  his 
ship ;  nor  is  the  sum  for  which  the 
owner  may  have  recently  insured 
his  ship  the  only  criterion,  although 
it  is  one  of  many  criteria,  of  its 
value  :  but,  under  ordinary  circam" 
stances,  and  with  the  exception  of  a 
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case  where  there  is  no  market  for  a 
ship  of  the  kind^  such  value  will  be 
taken  to  be  what  the  ship  would 
have  fetched  if  sold  immediately  be- 
fore her  loss. 

In  the  excepted  case  the  Court 
would  ascertain  the  price  given  for 
the  ship,  and  the  subsequent  dete- 
rioration,— semble. 

Shipowners,  being  under  a  con- 
tract to  replace  their  ship  imme- 
diately if  lost,  insured  her  for 
10,000Z.;  two  months  after  which 
the  ship  was  lost : — Held,  that  thej 
were  not  estopped  from  proving,  in  a 
suit  instituted  hy  them  under  the 
514th  section  of  the  Act,  that  the 
value  of  the  ship,  at  the  time  when 
she  was  lost,  did  not  exceed  5900^ 

In  a  suit  instituted  by  a  ship- 
owner imder  the  514th  section  of 
the  Merchant  Shipping  Act,  1854, 
to  determine  the  amount  of  his  lia- 
bility in  respect  of  the  losses  there 
mentioned,  to  have  such  amount 
distributed  rateably  amongst  the 
several  claimants,  and  to  stop  actions 
at  law  in  relation  to  the  same  sub- 
ject-matter, there  being  no  adverse 
litigation  amongst  the  claimants 
themselves,  nor  any  other  special 
circumstance  occasioning  an  increase 
of  costs,  and  over  which  the  Plain- 
tiff has  no  control,  the  Plaintiff,  as 
the  party  eased  by  the  proceedings, 
pays  all  the  costs  of  all  claimants 
whose  claims  are  established,  includ- 
ing the  costs  of  actions  at  law  com- 
menced by  any  of  such  claimants, 
but  stayed  by  injunction  in  the  suit. 
The  Africcm  Steam  Ship  Company  v. 
Svxjmzy  amd  Kennedy,  660 

MERGER 
See  Attendant  Term& 

MINES. 
See  Public  CompXnt. 

PF 


MISTAKE. 
See  Married  Woman,  3. 
soucitor,  1. 
Specific  Performance,  1. 

MORTGAGR 

1.  First  mortgage  to  TT.,  with  power 
of  sale,  and  declaration  of  trust  of 
residue  of  moneys  arising  from,  the 
sale,  for  the  persons  entitied  to  the 
equity  of  redemption.  Second  mort- 
gage to  R.  Tlird  mortgage,  with- 
out notice  of  the  second,  to  IT.,  who 
was  W,^8  solicitor,  and  as  such  had 
possession  ef  the  deeds.  Afterwards, 
other  incumbrances.  Then  W,  died^ 
having  devised  mortgage  and  trust 
estates  to  ZT.,  and  appointed  him  and 
another  executors.  H,  sold  under 
the  power,  and  conveyed  the  mort- 
gaged estate,  paid  off  W,^8  mortgage 
out  of  the  purchase-money,  and  re- 
tained the  balance.  Subsequently 
n,y  for  the  first  time,  had  notice  of 
R.*8  mortgage : — Hddy 

First,  that  E,*8  omission  to  give 
notice  did  not  give  priority  either  to 
J7.  or  to  a  subsequent  incumbrancer, 
who  gave  notice  before  E, ;  the  es- 
tate, though  subsequently  converted, 
being  real  estate  when  the  securities 
were  executed ;  and  to  real  estate 
the  rule,  as  to  notice  giving  priority, 
does  not  apply. 

Secondly,  that,  since  R,  was  not 
boimd  to  give  notice,  his  motives  for 
abstaining  from  giving  notice  were, 
in  the  absence  of  fraud,  immaterial; 
the  rule  being,  that  an  equitable  in- 
cumbrancer on  real  estate  is  not 
postponed  by  any  absence  of  activity 
in  asserting  his  rights,  except  such 
as  amounts  to  participating  in  fraud, 
or  to  constructive  frtiud. 

Thirdly,  that  if  before  the  sale  E. 
had  the  legal  estate  in  the  premises 
(and,  as  to  part,  eemble,  that  he  had^, 
still,  having  since  parted  with  it,  his 
opportunity  of  using  it  as  a  tabula 
f2 
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in  naufragio,  to  protect  his  own 
charge,  was  gone  ;  and  that  H,,  hav- 
ing, as  devisee  of  IF.,  paid  off  W,^8 
mortgage,  held  the  surplus  upon 
trust  for  the  persons  entitled  to  the 
equity  of  redemption ;  and  though 
he  might,  before  notice  of  R.^s  mort- 
gage, have  paid  the  surplus  to  other 
subsequent  incumbrancers,  he  could 
not  be  heard  to  say,  he  had  appro- 
priated it  to  himsel£ 

And  the  incumbrances  were  de- 
clared to  have  priority  according  to 
the  dates  of  the  instruments. 

Investigation  of  the  doctrine  as  to 
the  protection  afforded  to  an  incum- 
brancer by  means  of  the  legal  estate. 
Roqper  v.  Harrison,  86 

2,  A  mortgagor,  having  made  two 
successive  mortgages  of  his  estate  to 
different  persons,  purchased  the  estate 
from  the  first  mortgagee  under  a 
power  of  sale  contained  in  his  mort- 
gage, and  subsequently  granted  fur- 
ther incumbrances  to  other  persons, 
who  had  notice  of  the  second  mort- 
gage. The  purchase-money  not  being 
sufficient  to  pay  off  the  first  and 
second  mortgages  —  Held,  that  the 
second  mortgagee  was  entitled  to  a 
charge  upon  the  estate  for  the  defi- 
ciency, and  that  he  might  obtain  a 
decree  of  foreclosure  against  the  mort- 
gagor and  the  subsequent  mortgagees. 

Qvasre,  whether  this  would  be  the 
case  if  the  estate  had  been  sold  under 
the  power  to  a  stranger,  and  sub- 
sequently purchased  from  such  stran- 
ger by  the  mortgagor.  Otter  v. 
Lord  Vaux,  650 

See  Administration. 
Fixtures. 

Married  Woman,  1. 
Notice. 
Soijcitor,  2. 
Will,  10, 

MORTMAIN. 
1.  Bequest  of  personalty,  and  de- 


vise of  lands,  to  Defendants  as  joint 
tenants.  Bill  to  have  the  bequest 
and  devise  declared  void,  as  having 
been  made  upon  trust  for  and  to  the 
intent  that  Defendants  should  carry 
out  certain  charitable  purposes.  De- 
fendants, by  their  answer,  admitted 
that,  since  the  testator  s  death,  they 
had  been  informed  and  they  believed, 
that,  on  the  occasion  of  making  his 
will,  the  testator  determined  on  dis- 
posing of  a  part  of  his  property  to 
persons  known  to  be  interested  in 
charitable  and  religious  objects,  and 
knowing  one  of  them  personally,  and 
the  other  by  character,  he  made  to 
them  the  devise  and  bequest  in  the 
bill  mentioned,  not  by  way  of  or  ac- 
companied by  any  trust,  but  merely 
with  that  degree  of  confidence  which 
a  knowledge  of  character  enables  a 
donor  to  have  as  to  the  probable  ap- 
plication or  use  of  a  gift ;  and  that, 
at  the  testator's  request,  a  letter  had 
been  written  as  a  sketch  for  him  to 
sign,  but  which  was  never  in  fact 
signed  by  the  testator,  expressing  his 
confidence  that  Defendants  woidd 
make  use  of  the  property  in  such  a 
way  as  seemed  best  fitted  to  promote 
the  glory  of  God  and  the  welfai-e  of 
their  fellow  sinners,  and  also  express- 
ing that  it  was  the  testator's  inten- 
tion to  have  appropriated  the  pro- 
perty to  charitable  purposes.  The 
Defendants  denied  that  they  had  ever 
had  any  communication  with  the 
testator  about  his  will,  or  any  of  his 
intentions  or  wishes,  with  respect  to 
the  disposition  of  his  property;  de- 
nied that  they  had  ever  accepted  or 
recognised,  or  acted  on  the  letter  or 
its  contents ;  and  said,  that  they  bad 
always  believed,  and  insisted,  that 
they  were  entitled  to  hold  the  pro- 
l^erty  free  from  any  trust  whatsoever, 
and  to  dispose  of  it  in  any  way  they 
thought  proper;  but  admitted,  that 
they  considered  it  would  be  proper 
for  them,  in  a  case  in  which  benefits 
were  left  them  by  will  under  the  cir- 
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cumstoDces  stated,  to  use  those  bene- 
fits in  a  roanner  which  would  be  con- 
sistent with  the  character  and  pro- 
fession, in  consideration  of  which  they 
believed  they  were  selected  by  the  tes- 
tator to  receive  such  benefits : — HeJdy 
that,  the  stat.  7  Will.  4  <k  1  Vict, 
c.  26  preventing  the  Court  from 
looking  at  the  letter  in  which  the 
testators  intentions  were  expressed, 
and  it  not  being  shewn  that,  during 
the  testator's  life,  there  was  any  bar- 
gain or  understanding  between  the 
testator  and  the  Defendants,  or  any 
communication  which  could  be  con- 
stinied  into  a  trust  that  they  would 
apply  the  property  in  such  a  manner 
as  t^  carry  the  testator's  intentions 
into  effect,  the  devise  was  valid ;  and 
the  bill  was  dismissed  with  costs. 
WaUgrave  v.  Tebhs,  313 

2.  Testator  devised  i*eal  and  per- 
sonal property  to  F,  and  the  Plain- 
tiffs, their  heira,  executors,  kc,  as 
tenants  in  common ;  and  by  a  memo- 
randum of  even  date,  addressed  to 
them  and  signed  by  the  testator,  but 
not  attested,  he  expressed  his  con- 
fidence that  they  would  appropriate 
the  property  to  charitable  objects. 

On  the  day  of  the  testator's  death 
the  will  an<J  the  memorandum,  which 
for  sixteen  months  had  been  kept 
secret  by  the  testator,  were  read  over 
to  him  in  tJie  presence  of  F,^  by  a  so- 
licitor, who  was  in  attendance  at 
the  testator's  request,  communicated 
through  F,^  to  take  instructions  for 
a  codicil.  The  Plaintifis  remained 
in  ignorance  of  the  existence  of  the 
memorandum,  and  of  its  contents, 
until  after  the  testator's  death  : — 
Held,  that,  with  respect  to  -P.,  the 
case  was  the  same  as  if  the  testator 
had  himself  communicated  to  him 
the  contents  of  the  memorandum  ; 
and  that  F^a  silence  when  the  memo- 
randum was  read,  was  equivalent  to 
an  imdertakiiig  on  his  jiart  to  carry 


the  testator's  intentions,  as  therein 
expressed,  into  effect ;  the  Court 
therefore  declared,  that  the  one- 
fourth  share  given  to  F,  was  affected 
by  the  trusts  of  the  memorandum, 
so  far  as  they  were  valid  ;  and  that 
such  trusts  were  invalid  as  to  real 
estate,  and  as  to  personal  estate 
affected  with  realty. 

But  hdd  also,  that  the  devise,  being 
to  F,  and  the  Plaintiffs  as  tenants  in 
common,  the  Plaintiffe  were  not 
affected  by  the  communication  of  the 
testator's  intentions  to  i^.,  and  were 
entitled  to  the  remaining  three- 
fourths  as  tenants  in  common.  Te» 
V.  Ferris,  357 

MOTION  FOR  DECRER 
When  a  cause  is  heard  upon  a 
motion  for  decree,  the  Court  haa 
power  to  order  the  hearing  to  stand 
over  to  prove  the  execution  of  a  deed. 
Raioorth  v.  Parker ^  163 

MUNICIPAL  CORPORATION, 

Judgment  upon  a  bond  given  by  a 
municipal  corporation  before  the 
passing  of  the  Municipal  Corporation 
Act  (5  &  6  Will  4,  c.  76)  Held, 
under  1  <fe  2  Vict  c.  110,  s.  18,  to 
operate  as  a  charge  upon  all  lands 
and  hereditaments  of  the  cor|)oration, 
I  whether  acquired  before  or  after  the 
!  passing  of  the  Municipal  Corporation 
Act,  the  Court  being  of  opinion,  that, 
even  if  the  latter  statute,  standing 
alone,  would  have  prevented  the 
judgment-creditor  from  charging 
after-acquired  lands,  which,  semble, 
it  would  not,  that  objection  was  re- 
moved by  the  6*7  Will.  4,  c.  104, 
s.  1;  and  that  the  power  by  that 
section  given  to  municipal  corpora- 
tions of  charging  their  lands  and 
hereditaments  for  securing  repay- 
ment and  satisfaction  of  any  debt 
contracted  by  them  before  the  })assing 
of  the  Municipal  Cur})oratioii  Act^  is 
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a  power  which  thej  might  exereise 
*^  for  their  own  benefit,*'  within  the 
meaning  of  I  db;  2  Yict.  a  110,  &  13, 
the  words  "for  his  own  benefit** 
meaning  no  more  than  "  for  his  own 
me,*^  "  not  as  a  trustee.** 

Observations  on  Arnold  v.  Ridge 
(15  C.  R  745).  Arnold  v.  The 
Mayor,  Aldermen,  and  Bturgessea  of 
ihe  Borough  of  Oraveaend,  574 

NAMK 
S€e  iKJUKcnoir,  1. 

NEWSPAPER 

See  Copyright. 

NEXT  OF  KIN. 

See  Administration. 
Will,  17. 

NOTICE 

A  subsequent  mortgagee  of  an 
equitable  interest  in  a  share  of  resi- 
duarj  real  estate,  without  notice  of 
the  prior  mortgage,  does  not  obtain 
priority  over  the  former  morl^gee, 
by  first  giving  notice  of  his  security 
to  the  trustee  in  whom  the  legal 
estate  is  vested;  notwithstanding 
that,  by  a  deed  of  arrangement,  made 
previously  to  the  mortgages,  between 
the  mortgagor  and  the  other  persons 
interested  in  the  real  estate,  their 
interests  were  treated  as  personal 
estate. 

But  it  is  otherwise  if  the  estate  is 
vested  in  the  trustee  by  a  devise  to 
him  in  trust  to  sell  and  to  divide  the 
proceeds  among  several  persons,  of 
whom  the  mcHrtgagor  is  one,  and  the 
mortgages  are  of  the  mortgagor's 
share  in  such  proceeds ;  because  then, 
although  the  mortgages  may  have 
been  made  before  any  sale  took  place, 
the  subject  of  them  could  only,  as 
regarded    the    mortgagor's  interest 


therein,  be  ccmsxdered  a  chose  in 
action.    Lee  v.  HowleUy  531 

See  MoRTOAOB,  1. 

FUBU€  CoXf  ANT. 

NUISANCE. 
See  Injunction,  5» 

ORDERS. 
1850,  Nov.  2,  Orders  16  db  17. 
See  Practice,  1. 

Trustee  Relief  Act,  1. 

ORNAMENTS. 

See  Will,  13. 

PARDON. 

See  Convict. 

PARENT  AND  CHILD, 
See  Undue  Influence. 

PARLIAMENT. 
See  Injunction,  4. 

PARTIES. 
See  Pleading, 

PARTNERSHIP. 

1.  Motion  for  an  interim  injunction 
to  restrain  a  partner,  who,  six  months 
previously,  being  temporarily  of  un- 
sound mind,  had  attempted  to  com- 
mit suicide,  from  interfering  in  the 
partnership  affairs,  refused,  the  evi- 
dence not  shewing,  that,  at  the  time 
of  the  motion,  he  was  incompetent 
to  conduct  the  business  of  the  part- 
nership according  to  the  partnership 
articles.  And  a  motion  in  a  croes 
suit,  to  restrain  Defendants  in  such 
croes  suit  from  preventing  the  part- 
ner who  had  been  insane  from  trans- 
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acting  the  business  of  the  partnership 
as  a  partner  thereof,  granted 

The  circumstances,  that  the  con- 
duct and  state  of  mind  of  the  partner 
in  question  were  such  as  at  onoe  to 
destroy  the  confidence  of  the  other 
partners,  and  to  induce  customers  to 
withdraw  their  custom  from  the  firm, 
and  that  the  malady  under  which  he 
laboured  might  as  easily  have  led 
him  to  attempt  the  life  of  one  of  his 
partners,  were  held  not  to  furnish 
sufiicient  ground  for  granting  the 
first  motion. 

Examination  of  the  authorities  on 
this  subject.  They  establish  these 
propositions : — 

Ist.  Actual  insanity  of  a  partner 
is  not  in  itself  a  dissolution  of  the 
partnership,  but  there  must  be  a  de- 
cree for  dissolution. 

2ndly.  Such  a  decree,  notwith- 
standing actual  insanity  proved  to 
have  existed  before  the  filing  of  the 
bill,  will  not  be  made  in  a  disputed 
case  without  a  further  inquiry,  whe- 
ther, at  the  time  when  the  relief  is 
sought,  the  party  is  in  such  a  state 
of  mind  as  to  be  able  to  conduct  the 
business  of  the  firm  in  partnei-ship 
with  the  other  members,  according 
to  the  articles  of  partnership. 

SembUf  the  afiirmative  of  this  issue 
would  then  lie  with  the  party  who 
had  been  of  unsound  mind. 

3rdly.  Insanity  existing  when  the 
relief  is  sought,  is  good  ground  for  a 
dissolution.     Anonymous,  441 

2.  The  power  of  a  solvent  partner, 
upon  the  bankruptcy  of  his  copart- 
ner, to  sell  the  partnership  property, 
is  given  him  in  his  personal  capacity, 
to  enable  him  to  wind  up  the  affairs 
of  the  partnership,  and  cannot  be 
transferred  by  him  to  another,  either 
by  assignment  of  "  all  his  share  and 
interest"  in  the  partnership,  or  by 
exposing  himself,  although  honSk  fide, 
to  a  judgment  under  which  all  such 


share  and  interest  is  taken  in  execu- 
tion. 

Where  partnership  goods  had  been 
taken  in  execution  upon  a  bon&  fide 
judgment  against  a  solvent  partner 
whose  copartner  was  bankrupt,  upon 
bill  filed  by  the  assignee,  an  injunc- 
tion was  granted  to  restrain  the 
judgment-creditor,  who  had  pur- 
chased all  the  share,  right,  and  in- 
terest of  the  solvent  partner  in  the 
goods,  and  had  subsequently  pro- 
fessed to  sell  the  whole  as  her  own 
property,  from  delivering  possessioD 
of  the  goods  to  the  purchaser. 

And  held,  that  the  Plaintiff  had 
hot  deprived  himself  of  his  right  to 
this  injunction  by  his  own  miscon- 
duct, in  violently  putting  the  De- 
fendant out  of  possession. 

Observations  on  the  rule  that  one 
tenant  in  common  cannot  maintain 
trover  against  another.  Fraser  v. 
Kershaw,  496 

See  Agreement. 

Principal  and  Agent. 

PERPETUITY. 

See  Power  op  Sale. 
Will,  9. 

PETITION. 
See  Trustee  Belief  Act. 

PLEADING. 

Liberty  to  sue  on  behalf  of  oneself 
and  other  persons  who  are  too  nume- 
rous to  be  brought  upon  the  record, 
is  dependent  neither  upon  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  Court,  nor  upon  the 
disposition  of  such  other  persons  to 
concur  in  the  suit 

But  if  such  other  persons  have  an 
interest  which  might  be  affected  in 
case  the  suit  were  allowed  to  proceed 
as  on  their  behalf  at  the  instance  of 
the  Plaintiff,  or  if  full  justice  cannot 
be  done  to  the  Defendants  without 
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Laving  all  sueh  persom  personally 
upon  the  record,  the  Court  will  not 
allow  the  suit  to  proceed. 

Bill  by  a  single  shareholder  in  an 
abortive  company  against  the  provi- 
sional directors,  praying  the  common 
account.  Such  directors,  being  en- 
titled under  the  deed  of  settlement 
to  full  indemnity  out  of  the  deposits 
in  respect  of  all  costs,  charges,  and 
expenses  incident  to  the  underti^dng, 
had  returned  to  all  the  shareholders 
pro  i-atft  a  part  of  such  deposits : — 
HMy  that,  since  the  result  of  re- 
opening the  whole  of  the  accounts  as 
prayed  might  be  to  shew  that  the 
persons  on  whose  behalf  the  bill  was 
filed  had  received  more  than  the 
amount  to  which  they  were  entitled, 
none  of  such  persons  could  take  the 
account  without  incurring  the  liabi- 
lity of  refunding  to  recoup  the  De- 
fendants ;  for  which  purpose  the  De- 
fendants were  entitled  to  insist  on 
having  all  such  persons  substantially 
upon  the  record ;  and  on  this  ground, 
as  well  as  on  the  merits,  the  bill  was 
dismissed.       Williams   v.    Salmondy 

463 
Set  Practtice,  4. 
Solicitor,  2. 

PORTION. 
A  second  son  becoming  the  eldest 
son  in  the  lifetime  of  his  father,  who 
was  tenant  for  life,  with  remainder 
subject  to  trusts  for  younger  chil- 
dren's portions,  in  strict  settlement, 
was  prevented  from  taking  an  inter- 
est in  the  bulk  of  the  estate  by  rea- 
son of  a  disentailing  deed  executed 
by  hia  fietther  and  elder  brother: — 
HM,  that  he  was  entitled  to  a  share 
of  the  portions  provided  for  younger 
children,  notwithstanding  a  proviso 
fbr  accruer  in  the  event  of  a  younger 
son  becoming  an  eldest  son,  the  Court 
being  of  opinion,  that,  in  being  ex- 
cluded by  the  disentailing  deed,  he 
was  in  effect  excluded  by  the  settle- 


ment of  whieh  the  disent-ailing  deed 
was  necessarily  an  incident,  and  the 
intention  was  clear  to  exclude  none 
from  the  portions  who  were  exduded 
by  the  settlement  from  taking  the 
bulk  of  the  estate. 

Peacocke  v.  Pares  (2  Keen,  689), 
observed  upon.  It  is  in  conflict  wilJi 
Spencer  v.  Spencer  (8  Sinu  87),  and 
not  to  be  followed  as  an  authority. 
Macoubrey  v.  Jones^  684 

POWER 

Ses  Appointment, 
mortqaoe. 
Will,  2,  14,  16, 

POWER  OF  SALE. 

A  father,  on  the  marriage  of  his 
daughter  in  1806,  settled  r^  estate 
upon  trusts  for  the  separate  use  of 
his  daughter  for  life,  with  remainder 
in  case  she  survived  her  husband 
(which  event  happened)  ta  her  child- 
ren, as  tenants  in  common  in  tail, 
and  limited  the  reversion  to  himself 
in  fee.  The  settlement  contained  a 
collateral  power  of  sale  not  in  terms 
restricted  as  to  time.  In  1850,  the 
daughters  issue  being  spent,  and  the 
daughter  being  a  widow  and  more 
than  seventy  years  of  age,  the  trustee 
executed  a  deed  purporting  to  be 
made  in  exercise  of  the  power,  and 
to  be  a  conveyance  of  the  fee  simple : 
—Held, 

1st.  That  the  power  was  valid  and 
subsisting  at  the  date  of  the  deed  of 
1850. 

2ndly.  That  it  was  well  exercised 
by  that  deed,  although,  under  the 
trusts  of  the  settlement,  the  effect  of 
its  exercise  was  to  change  the  devo- 
lution of  the  property,  passing  it  in 
the  events  which  had  happened  to 
the  daughter  absolutely. 

Observations  on  Ware  v.  PolhiU 
(11  Ves.  257),  and  review  of  the  au- 
thorities respecting  collateral  powers 
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of  sale  not  in  terms  restricted  as  to 
tinje.  The  Court  looks  to  the  whole 
intent  and  purpose  of  the  settlement, 
and,  whether  the  reversion  or  re- 
mainder in  fee  simple  be  limited  after 
estates  tail  or  after  estates  for  life, 
will  hold  the  power  to  be  a  valid  and  ! 
subsisting  power  until  the  estates  tail  | 
(if  any)  are  baiTed,  or  the  fee  simj)le 
vested  in  possession.  In  either  of 
which  events  the  purpose  of  the 
settlement  is  spent,  and  the  power 
ceases.     Lantshery  v.  Collier^      709 

PRACTICE. 

1.  When  the  original  exceptions 
for  insufficiency  are  again  set  down, 
after  a  further  answer  has  been  put  in, 
which  may  be  done  at  once,  under  the 
16th  and  17th  Orders  of  Nov.  2nd, 
1850,  Defendants  submitting  to  such 
exceptions  should  not  apply  at  Cham- 
bers for  further  time,  as  the  Plaintiff, 
by  agreeing  to  an  order  so  made, 
might  possibly  waive  his  exceptions 
altogether. 

The  proper  course  in  such  a  case 
is  to  notify  the  Defendants'  submis- 
sion to  the  Plaintiff,  and  to  agree 
upon  some  further  time  being  allow- 
ed, and  to  submit  this  point  only  to 
the  Court  when  the  exceptions  are 
called  on.  The  Manchester y  Sheffield^ 
aiid  Lincolnshire  Railway  Cornpa/ny 
V.  Worksop  Board  of  Health,  25 

2.  A  party  to  a  cause,  filing  or 
giving  notice  to  read  an  affidavit  be- 
fore the  evidence  is  closed,  may  be 
cross-examined  upon  such  affidavit  at 
once,  without  waiting  until  the  evi- 
dence is  closed. 

A  party  having  filed  or  given  no- 
tice to  read  an  affidavit  is  not  at 
liberty  to  withdraw  it.  Clarke  v. 
Law,  28 

3.  Where  the  Plaintiff  in  the  ori- 
ginal suit  had  obtained  the  usual 
oixler,  giving  him  time  to  answer  a 


cross  bill,  after  the  Plaintiff  in  the 
cross  suit  should  have  put  in  a  '^  full 
and  sufficient  answer  **  to  the  original 
bill : — Held,  that,  for  the  purpose  of 
computing  the  time  so  given,  the  an- 
swer must  be  considered  sufficient 
from  the  time  of  its  being  put  in^ 
unless  proved  insufficient  upon  ex- 
ceptions. La/one  v.  TT^e  Falkland 
Islamds  Compcmy,  276 

4.  The  Court  has  no  jurisdiction 
to  order  the  costs  of  all  parties  to  a 
special  caae  to  be  paid  unless  there  is 
a  fund  in  Court.  The  proper  course 
is  to  insert  in  the  special  case  a  ques- 
tion out  of  what  estate  or  fund  the 
costs  should  be  paid.  Blinston  v. 
WarJmrUm,  400 

5.  On  an  application  being  made 
to  stay  a  creditors'  suit  because  of  a 
decree  obtained  in  an  administration 
suit  subsequently  instituted  by  two 
of  the  executors  against  the  third,  as 
there  was  no  evidence  of  the  amount 
of  assets  received  by  the  executors^ 
and  as  it  appeared  that  the  creditors' 
case  in  the  first  suit  depended  on 
vouchers  and  documents  in  the  hands 
of  the  executors,  the  Court  ordered 
the  motion  to  stand  over  until  the 
executors  had  put  in  their  answer  in 
that  suit. 

Semble,  that  a  creditor  whose  suit 
in  equity  is  stayed,  as  well  as  a  cre- 
ditor who  is  restrained  from  prose- 
cuting an  action  at  law,  is  entitled  to 
have  a  discovery  of  assets  possessed 
by  the  executors,  and  payment  of 
the  amount  into  Court  Afacrae  v. 
Smith,  Fanton  v.  Smith,  411 

^S'ee  Costs. 

Motion  for  Djscreb. 
Security  for  Costs. 
Trustee  Reuef  Act,  1,  2. 
Will,  12. 

PRESUMPTION. 
See  Election. 
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PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 

Semhle,  a  contract  for  a  del  credere 
agency  is  not  a  promise  to  answer  for 
the  debt  of  another  within  the  4ih 
section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  on 
the  authorit J  of  Cautimer  v.  fftutie 
(8  ExcL  40);  and  observations  on 
that  case. 

The  firmof «/.  F.  ^  5'an9,  as  agents 
of  the  Plaintifis,  supplied  goods  to  the 
firm  of  S,  is  W,  upon  the  footing  of 
the  latter  becoming  debtors  to  the 
Plaintiffa  They  also  supplied  the 
same  firm  with  other  goods  on  their 
own  behalf.  They  made  no  distinc- 
tion in  their  accounts  between  the 
goods  supplied  by  them  as  agents  of 
the  Plaintifib,  and  those  which  they 
supplied  on  their  own  behal£  E,  F, 
was  a  partner  in  both  firms : — Held^ 
that  oommunications  made  by  the 
firm  of  J,  F,  4s  Sana  to  the  Plamtifis, 
admitting  a  large  debt  to  be  due  from 
the  firm  of  S.<k  W,,  and  undertaking 
that  E,  F.  would  use  his  influence  as 
a  partner  with  S.  4s  W.  to  secure  its 
reduction,  upon  the  faith  of  which 
communication  the  Plaintifis  forbore 
to  sue  S,  <fc  TT.,  precluded  that  firm 
from  treating  their  debt  to  the  Plain- 
tifis as  one  which  had  been  liquidated 
by  the  appropriation  of  the  payments 
made  by  them  to  the  firm  of  J,  F,  4; 
Sana  in  order  of  date. 

JIdd  also,  that,  under  a  deed  of 
inspection,  by  which  it  was  agreed 
that  the  several  estates  of  the  two 
firms  should  be  administered  upon 
the  principles  and  according  to  the 
rules  and  practice  of  the  bankrupt 
law,  and  as  if  acts  of  bankruptcy  had 
been  committed  by  the  members  of 
such  firms  respectively,  the  Plaintiffs 
were  entitled  to  prove  for  the  debts 
of  S,  4s  W.  both  against  that  firm  and 
against  the  firm  of  J.  F.  4s  Sons, 

And  that  this  right  was  not  afifect- 
ed  by  the  circumstance  that  E,  F. 
bad  survived  the  last  of  his  partners 


in  the  firm  of  S,  4:  W,  upwards  of 
two  months,  at  the  time  when  the 
act  of  bankruptcy  was  taken  to  have 
been  o(»nmitted.  Wickham  y.  Wich- 
homy  478 

PRIORITY. 

Se^  Mortgage. 
Notice. 


PRIVILEGE 
See  Production  of  Documents. 


PRODUCTION  OF  DOCU- 
MENTS. 

In  a  suit  by  the  heir  and  general 
devisee  of  the  client  against  the  de- 
visees and  executors  of  the  solicitor, 
to  set  aside  a  purchase  by  him  firom 
his  client,  on  the  grounds  of  its  being 
at  an  undervalue,  and  the  client  being 
then  in  embarrassed  circumstances; 
— Hddy  that  copies  of  subsequent 
conveyances  from  the  solicitor  to 
purchasers  from  him,  and  a  valuation 
of  the  estates,  and  mortgages  made 
by  the  vendor,  were  not  privileged 
documents. 

Hddy  that,  for  the  purpose  of  an 
application  for  production  of  docu* 
mente,  it  must  be  assumed  that  the 
PlaintifiTs  case,  as  alleged  in  the  bill, 
is  true,  in  order  to  test  whether  he  ia 
entitled  to  production  of  documents 
upon  that  assumption ;  because,  if  the 
Court  must  wait  until  the  fiite  of  the 
litigation  is  known,  that  would  be 
equivalent  to  refusing  production. 

Heldy  that  the  executors  of  the 
solicitor  could  not  claim  privilege 
against  the  real  representative  of  the 
vendor  for  any  documents  as  confi- 
dential communicationa  with  the 
vendor. 

The  Defendants  suggesting  that 
the  executors  of  the  vendor,  who 
were  also  Defendaatiy  had  an  interest 


PUBLIC  COMPANY. 


SECRET  TRUST.       803 


in  some  of  the  scheduled  documents : 
' — Ueldy  that  they  should  be  served. 
Gruley  v.  Moualey,  288 

PROPERTY. 
See  Injunction,  1, 

PUBLIC  COMPANY. 

A  mining  company  by  its  pros- 
pectus and  certificates  professed  to 
be  a  company  in  30,000  shares  of  IL 
each,  to  be  conducted  upon  the  cost- 
book  principle.  The  Directors  passed 
rules,  by  one  of  which  it  was  pro- 
vided that  the  company  was  to  be 
considered  as  constituted,  and  the 
Directors  to  be  at  liberty  to  com- 
mence business,  so  soon  as  one-third 
of  the  shares  should  have  been  sub- 
scribed; and  by  another,  that  no 
person  should  be  recognised  as  an  ad- 
venturer in  or  entitled  to  any  benefit 
from  the  company  until  he  should 
have  signed  the  rules,  and  be  duly 
registered  in  the  cost-book  as  an  ad- 
venturer. W.  If,  having  seen  the 
prospectus,  but  not  the  rules,  applied 
verbally  and  paid  for  and  received 
certificates  of  shares  in  the  company. 
The  certificates  stated  that  the  shares 
were  to  be  held  subject  to  the  rules 
of  the  company.  The  company  faQed. 
W,  H.,  a  year  after  he  received  the 
certificates,  brought  an  action  to  re- 
cover his  money,  and  the  action  was 
compromised. 

Held,  1st— That  the  certificates 
were  notice  of  the  rules ;  and  al- 
though W.  H,,  assuming  him  not  to 
have  had  previous  notice,  would  have 
been  allowed,  perhaps,  a  reasonable 
locus  poenitentise  to  return  the  certi- 
ficates, still,  having  retained  them, 
and  not  having  brought  his  action 
for  a  year,  he  must  be  taken  to  have 
acquiesced  in  and  to  be  bound  by  the 
rules. 

2ndly.  That,  although  W,  H,  had 


not  signed  the  rules,  still,  having  ap- 
plied and  paid  for  and  accepted  the 
certificates  of  shares,  he  had  autho- 
rised the  company  to  register  his 
name  in  the  cost-book  without  his 
signing  the  rules ;  the  contract  was 
complete,  and  he  was  a  '*  contribu- 
tory." 

Rules  peculiar  to  the  cost-book 
system  must  be  proved.  In  re  The 
Joint  Stock  Companiea  Winding-up 
Acts,  1848  cmd  1849,  and  The  Great 
Cambrian  Mining  and  Quarrying 
Company; — Hawkins*  case,  25Z 

PUBLIC  POLICY. 
See  Agreement. 
Injunction,  4. 

RAILWAY  COMPANY. 

See  Injunction,  4. 
Pleading. 
Specific  Perfobhanoe,  2. 

RAILWAY  SHARES. 
See  Lien. 

RECTIFYING  SETTLEMENT, 
See  Jurisdiction,  2. 

REGISTRATION, 
See  Copyright. 

CREDITOR&, 

RELEASK 
See  Surety,  1, 

RESIDUK 
See  Will,  1. 

SECRET   TRUST, 
See  Mortmain,  1,  2, 


804 


SETTLEMENT. 


SOLICITOR 


SECURITY  FOR  COSTS. 

A  married  woman  may  sue  alone 
in  form&  pauperis ;  but  if  she  sues  by 
a  next  friend,  he  must  be  a  substan- 
tial person,  and  capable  of  answering 
the  costs  of  the  suit.  If  not,  the 
Defendants  may  obtain  an  order  to 
stay  proceedings  in  the  suit  until 
the  Plaintiff  appoints  some  substan- 
tial person  her  next  friend. 

The  same  rule  does  not  hold  in  an 
infant's  suit,  because  an  infant  does 
hot  choose  his  own  next  friend,  and 
also  because  the  Court  readily  enter- 
tains a  3uit  on  behalf  of  an  infant, 
and  will,  of  its  own  accord,  stay  the 
proceedings  in  such  a  suit  if  not  for 
the  in&nt's  benefit 

Where  the  costs  of  a  former  suit 
for  the  same  purpose,  which  had 
been  ordered  to  be  dismissed  for 
want  of  pix)secutiou,  were  unpaid, 
the  next  friend  in  that  suit  having 
died  insolvent : — Heldy  that  the 
Court  could  not  stay  proceedings  in 
the  new  suit  until  those  costs  were 
paid. 

If  no  direction  is  given  by  the 
Court  concerning  the  costs  of  a  mo- 
tion, they  are  costs  in  the  cause. 
UindY.  WhUmore,  458 


SETTLEMENT. 

By  an  ante-nuptial  settlement,  the 
intended  husband  and  wife  cove- 
nanted with  the  trustees,  that,  if  the 
io tended  husband  and  wife,  or  either 
of  them  in  her  right,  should  at  any 
time  during  the  coverture  "be  or 
become  entitled  **  to  any  personal 
property  of  the  value  of  100^.,  or  up- 
wards, the  same  should  be  settled. 
At  the  time  of  executing  tlie  settle- 
ment, the  wife  was  interested  in  a 
legacy,  which  had  been  bequeathed 
in  trust  for  all  the  daughters  of  her 
father  living  at  the  time  of  his  death. 


who  should  attain  twenty-one  or 
marry,  in  equal  shares.  The  mar- 
riage was  solemnised,  and  the  wife's 
father  survived  her  husband : — Heldj 
first,  that  the  interest  of  the  wife  in 
the  legacy  during  the  coverture  was 
contingent  j  and, 

Secondly,  that  it  was  not  within 
the  covenant  in  the  settlement. 
Atcherley  v.  Du  Mauling  186 

See  Costs,  1. 

LlEX. 

Portion. 
Power  of  Sale. 

SHIP. 

See  Merchant  Shipping  Act,  1854. 


SOLICITOR 

1.  Where  a  solicitor  has  been  re- 
tained for,  and  has  undertaken  a  par- 
ticular business,  his  bill  of  costs  for 
carrying  that  business  through  to  its 
conclusion   is  but    one    bill ;     and 

I  where  the  business  in  question  ia  the 
I  prosecution  of  a  suit,  and  the  solici- 
I  tor  has,  by  his  craasa  negligentia  in 
I  the  conduct  of  the  suit,  caused  the 
suit  to  be  lost,  he  cannot  recover  any 
portion  of  his  bill. 

In  a  cause,  commenced  by  infor- 
mation, the  relators'  solicitor  intend- 
ing to  cross  examine  two  Defendants 
who  had  previously  been  examined 
in  chief  on  behalf  of  a  co-Defendant, 
such  Defendants  were,  by  mistake, 
examined  upon  interrogatories  for 
the  examination  of  witnesses  in  chief 
on  the  part  of  the  informant,  and, 
by  reason  of  this  niLstake,  the  infor- 
mation was  dismissed,  with  costa : — 
Ilddy  that  the  mistake  was  cragsa 
negligentia  on  the  part  of  the  solicitor, 
and  disentitled  him  to  recover  any 
portion  of  his  bill  of  costs.  Stokes  v. 
Trumper,  232 

2.  Bill  to  set  aside  a  security  for 
a.  sum  thei*ein  expressed  to  be  due. 


SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE. 
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but  which  was  in  fact  the  estimated 
amount  of  past  costs  in  a  suit,  exe- 
cuted by  a  client  in  favour  of  his 
then  solicitor  pending  the  suit^  and 
.  without  the  intervention  of  another 
legal  adviser,  dismissed  with  costs; 
there  being  no  evidence  of  pressure 
or  improjjer  conduct  on  the  part  of 
the  solicitor,  and  no  evidence  or 
averment  of  any  specific  eiTor  in  the 
bill  of  costs ;  and  it  appearing  that 
the  Defendimt  had  delivered  the  bill 
of  costs  at  the  time  agreed  on  be- 
tween him  and  the  Plaintiff,  and  five 
years  and  a  half  before  bill  filed,  and 
that  the  Plaintiff  had  had  ample  op- 
jx)rtunity  for  discovering  the  errors, 
if  any. 

The  proposition  in  Lawless  v. 
Mansfield  (1  Dr.  &  W.  611),  that  a 
general  charge  is  sufficient  to  open 
accounts  between  a  solicitor  and  his 
client,  is  in  conflict  with  the  rule  of 
the  Court  of  Chancery  in  Englcmd, 
which  is,  that,  if  the  party  seeking 
to  set  aside  a  security  for  the  amount 
of  a  bill  of  costs  relies  on  fraud,  or 
error  amounting  to  evidence  of  fraud, 
in  the  bill  of  costs,  he  must  aver  and 
prove  the  specific  items,  upon  which 
he  means  to  rely,  to  be  fraudulent  or 
erroneous.     Blagrave  v.  RoiUh,  509 

See  Agreement. 

Production  of  Do(tuments. 

SONa 
See  Injunction,  1,  2. 

SPECIAL  CASE. 
See  Practice,  4. 

SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE. 

1 .  The  Defendant,  being  the  owner 
of  a  public-house,  wrote  to  the  Plain- 
tiffs, who  were  a  firm  of  brewers,  and 
offered  it  to  them  on  lease,  at  a  cer- 
tain rent,  and  begged  to  be  informed, 


at  their  earliest  convenience,  if  the 
offer  suited  them,  '*  as  I  am  giving 
all  the  brewers  who  have  left  cards 
tlie  offer  in  rotation."  Subsequently, 
a  clerk  of  the  firm  met  the  Defendant 
on  the  premises,  and  discussed  the 
terms  of  the  lease ;  and  afterwards 
one  of  the  Plaintiffs  wrote  to  the 
Defendant — "  I  have  viewed  the  pre- 
mises, having  had  my  clerk's  report, 
and  we  are  willing  to  take  them  of 
you." 

Heldy — 1.  That  such  letters  con- 
stituted a  valid  agreement  for  a  lease, 

2.  That,  prim4  facie,  the  terms  on 
which  the  lease  was  to  be  granted 
must  be  taken  to  be  those  expressed 
in  the  first  letter. 

3.  That  the  Defendant  was  at 
liberty  to  resist  a  suit  for  specific 
performance  of  such  agreement,  by 
proving  that  he  had  made  a  mistake 
in  stating  the  torms  for  the  lease  in 
the  first  letter. 

4.  That  such  mistake  was  well 
proved  in  this  case,  by  shewing  that 
the  Defendant  had,  previously  to 
writing  this  letter  to  the  Plaintiffs, 
offered  the  premises  to  other  brewers, 
upon  terms  which  included  the  sti- 
pulation which  he  stated  had  been 
omitted  in  such  letter  by  mistake ; 
because  such  previous  offer  must  be 
taken  to  be  "<Ae  offer"  which  he 
stated  in  such  letter  that  he  was 
giving  to  the  applicants  in  rotation. 

Ileldj  also,  that  want  of  memory 
and  inaccuracy  on  the  part  of  the 
Defendant  only  affected  the  credibi- 
lity of  his  evidence,  and  did  not  pre- 
judice his  right  to  relief  as  the  mis- 
take was  clearly  proved  by  other 
evidence.      Woody.  Scarthy  33 

2.  A  railway  company  agreed  with 
a  landowner,  through  whose  estate 
the  railway  woidd  pass,  to  construct 
and  maintain  a  siding  connected  with 
their  railway  at  B.,  together  with  all 
necessary  approaches  thereto  for  pub- 
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STATUTES. 


SUICIDE. 


lie  use,  for  the  reception  and  delivery 
of  goods : — HMy  that  specific  per- 
formance could  be  decreed  of  the 
agreement  to  construct  the  siding 
and  approaches  without  decreeing 
the  company  to  maintain  them  when 
made. 

HMj  also,  that  the  agreement  did 
not  bind  the  company  to  erect  sheds, 
Kxt  to  keep  one  of  their  servants  in 
attendance  at  the  siding;  but  that 
it  obliged  them  to  construct  a  proper 
fdding,  with  approaches  and  a  wharf 
or  raised  platform  for  the  loading 
and  nnloadmg  of  goods. 

Held  further,  that  "  necessary  ap- 
Inroadies'*  meant  also  ^proper  ap- 
proaches.'* Sir  Edtoard  Btdwer 
JCyUon  V.  The  Great  Northern  Rail- 
way Gcnypamyy  394 

See  Agbeement. 
iKJUKcmoN,  4,  5. 

STATUTES  :— 

Statute  of  F&auds. 
^S^  Pbikoipal  akd  Agent. 

9  Geo.  2,  c.  36. 
See  Mortmain,  1. 

5  Geo.  4,  c.  84. 
See  Convict. 

6  Geo.  4,  c.  16. 
See  Bankruptcy. 

3  &  4  Will.  4,  a  27. 

See    Limitation    of  Actions  and 
Suns. 

5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76. 
See  Municipal  Corporation. 

6  &  7  WiLi.  4,  c.  104. 
See  Municipal  Corporation. 


1  Vict.  c.  26. 

See  Mortmain,  1,  2. 
Will.  1,  16. 

1  Vict,  a  78. 
See  Municipal  Corporation. 

1  k  2  Vict.  c.  110. 

See  Municipal  Corporation. 

2  &  3  Vict,  a  11. 
Sect.  4.    See  Creditors. 

10  &  11  Vict,  a  96. 
See  Trustee  Belief  Act. 

12  &  13  ViOT.  c.  106. 
See  Bankruptcy,  1,  2. 

15  &  16  Vict,  a  12. 
See  Copyright. 

15  k  16  Vict,  a  86. 

Sect.  38  k  40.     See  Practice,  2. 
„     50.     See  Jurisdiction,  2. 

17  k  18  Vict.  c.  37. 
See  Fixtures. 

17  k  18  Vict,  a  104. 
See  Merchant  Shipping  Act,  1854. 

Joint  Stock  Companies   Winding 
Up  Acts,  1848,  1849. 

See  Public  Company. 

STAYING  PROCEEDINGS. 
See  Practice,  5. 

SUICIDK 
See  Partnership,  1. 


SURETY. 


TRUST. 
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SURETY. 

1.  The  relief  granted  in  equity  to 
one  of  two  sureties  in  a  deed,  whose 
position  has  been  altered  by  the  acts 
of  the  creditor,  is,  to  have  the  deed 
delivered  up  to  be  cancelled. 

Where  the  creditor  had  prepared 
the  deed,  so  as  to  shew,  on  the  &ce 
of  it,  that  it  was  intended  to  contain 
a  joint  and  several  covenant  by  two 
co-sureties,  and  had  sent  it  in  that 
form  to  be  executed  by  one  of  such 
sureties,  but  had  not  procured  the 
execution  of  it  by  the  other  surety, 
and  had  not  informed  the  surety  who 
had  executed  it  of  this  ftstct  j  but,  on 
the  contrary,  had  afterwards  written 
to  him  as  "  one  of  the  sureties,"  the 
principal  debtor  having  become  in- 
solvent : — Hddf  that  the  surety  who 
had  executed  the  deed  was  entitled 
in  equity  to  be  relieved  from  all  lia- 
bility on  the  covenant. 

Semble,  that  if  a  creditor  release  by 
deed  one  of  two  sureties,  who  are 
jointly  and  severally  liable,  the  other 
is  also  discharged. 

The  dicta  to  the  contrary  in  Ex 
paHe  Giffard  (6  Ves.  805),  have  not 
been  followed.    Evans  v.  Brenwidge, 

174 

2.  A  letter,  written  by  the  agent 
of  a  bond  creditor  to  the  principal 
obligor,  giving  him  eighteen  months 
further  time  to  pay  the  bond  debt, 
upon  condition  of  his  paying  off  at 
once  the  arrear  of  .interest,  and  keep- 
ing down  the  interest  to  accrue  in 
future  : — Held  to  be  a  mere  promise 
without  consideration,  and  not  bind- 
ing; and  therefore  held  that  the  oo- 
obligor,  who  had  joined  in  the  bond 
as  surety  only,  was  not  thereby  dis- 
charged. 

Tt  is  not  every  alteration  of  his 
position  by  the  act  of  the  creditor 
that  discharges  the  surety.  To  have 
this  effect,  the  alteration  must    be 


mich  as  interferes  for  a  time  with  his 
remedies  against  the  principal  debtor. 
Where  the  creditor  knew  that  the 
surety  was  negotiating  a  loan  for 
the  principal  debtor,  for  the  purpose 
of  paying  off  therewith  the  debt  for 
which  the  surety  was  liable,  and  thus 
getting  rid  of  sndi  liability,  and  the 
creditor  promised  the  debtor  to  give 
him  further  time,  and  this  induced 
the  surety  to  desist  from  his  attempt 
to  raise  the  money  : — Held,  that  the 
surety's  liability  to  the  creditor  was 
not  disdiarged.   Tucker  r.Laing,  7 iB 

TABULA  IN  NAUFRAGIO. 
See  MoRTQAOB,  1. 

TENANT  FOR  LIFR 

See  Farming  Stock. 
Injunction,  5. 
Lien. 
Limitation  of    Actions    and 

Suits,  3. 
Will,  6,  8. 

TENANTS  IN  COMMON, 

See  Mortmain,  2. 
Partnership. 

TENDER 

See    AoREBMENt. 

TRADE. 
See  Injunction,  5* 

TROVER 
See  Partnership. 

TRUST. 

See  Limitation    op  Actions  and 
Suits,  2. 
Mortmain,  1. 
Will,  5. 
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TRUSTER 
See  Bankbuptcy,  2. 
Costs,  2. 
Power  of  Sale. 
Trustee  Reuef  Act,  1. 

TRUSTEE  RELIEF  ACT. 

1.  Where  trustees,  having  paid 
money  into  court  under  the  Trustee 
Rdief  Act  (10  <k  11  Vict.  c.  96), 
afterwards  apply  by  petition  under 
the  4th  Order  of  the  lOtJi  of  June, 
1848,  for  a  distribution  of  the  fund, 
the  Court  has  jurisdiction  to  make  an 
order  upon  the  petition,  and  is  bound 
to  exercise  that  jurisdiction. 

But  where  such  a  petition  was 
presented  by  trustees  without  con- 
sent of  the  parties  claiming  beneficial 
interests  in  the  fund,  and  no  cause 
was  shewn  by  the  trustees  for  taking 
upon  themselves  to  be  the  movers  in 
the  matter^  the  Court,  to  discourage 
such  applications,  allowed  them  only 
respondents*  costs.  In  re  Caaneau^a 
Legacy  under  ffousman's  Will,    249 

2.  A  petitioner  claiming  a  fund 
under  the  Trustee  Relief  Act  allowed 
his  costs  although  his  claim  failed. 

According  to  the  present  practice, 
a  respondent  unnecessarily  served 
is  not,  as  a  matter  of  coui*se,  entitled 
to  his  costs  of  ai)pearing.  In  re 
Birch's  Legacy  under  BieeelFs  Will, 

369 

UNDUE  INFLUENCE 
In  every  case  of  a  gift  to  a  parent 
by  a  child  shortly  after  the  child  at- 
tains majority,  the  Court  looks  with 
jealousy  upon  the  transaction,  more 
especially  when  the  parent  has,  dur- 
ing the  minority,  been  guardian  of 
the  child's  property,  and  in  receipt  of 
the  rents  of  a  considerable  estate; 
and  throws  upon  the  parent  the  onus 
of  shewing  plainly  and  unequivocally 
that  the  gifl  was  made,  not  in  conse- 


quence of  representations  on  his  part, 
but  by  the  spontaneous  act  of  the 
child,  and  that  the  child  had  full 
knowledge  of  the  nature  of  the  deed 
by  which  the  gift  was  effected,  and 
of  his  own  position  and  rights  in  re- 
ference to  the  property. 

A  deed  was  executed  by  a  lady, 
five  months  after  she  came  of  age, 
disentailing  part  of  her  estates,  and 
giving,  for  a  nominal  consideration, 
an  estate  for  life  in  the  disentailed 
part  to  her  ^.ther,  who,  during  her 
minority,  had  been  her  guardian,  and 
in  receipt  of  the  rents  of  her  estates : 
— Held  (ohiieT)f  that  if  a  bill  had  been 
£led  shortly  after  the  transaction,  ei- 
ther before  or  possibly  after  the  lady's 
marriage,  which  was  solemnised  six- 
teen months  after  the  execution  of 
the  deed,  the  transaction  could  not 
have  been  supported, — ^the  deed  itself 
not  explaining  the  nature  of  the 
transaction,  and  it  not  being  shewn 
that  the  daughter  had  proper  profes- 
sional advice,  that  the  nature  of  the 
transaction  was  explained  to  or  un- 
derstood by  her, — or  that  the  gift 
was  spontsineous  or  made  at  a  time 
or  under  circumstances  when  she  was 
free  from  parental  influence. 

But  a  bill,  which,  after  the  daugh- 
ter's decease,  and  nearly  ten  years  af- 
ter the  execution  of  the  deed,  was 
filed  by  her  husband  on  whom  her 
rights  had  devolved,  praying  to  have 
the  father  declared  a  trustee  of  the 
life  interest,  and  an  account  of  the 
rents  which  accrued  during  his  daugh- 
ter's minority  or  afterwards,  was  dis- 
missed on  the  ground  of  laches, — it 
appearing  (inter  alia)  that  the  Plain- 
tiff was  aware  of  all  tlie  circumstances 
previously  to  his  marriage,  and  the 
Court  being  of  opinion,  upon  the 
evidence,  that,  eight  years  before  the 
bill  was  filed,  both  the  Plaintiff  and 
his  deceased  wife  had  acquieeced  in 
the  transaction.  Wright  v.  Vander- 
planky  1 
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VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER. 

See  M0BTOAO& 

Pboduotiok  of  Documents. 
Spscific  Peefosmakcs,  1,  2. 

WATER 

See  Ihjtjnction,  3. 

WILL. 

1.  Testator  by  his  will,  in  1847, 
devised  specific  real  estate  to  his 
daughter  M.y  and,  after  making 
several  specific  bequests,  devised  and 
bequeathed  M  other  real  and  per- 
sonal estate  o/whieh  he  might  die  pos' 
sessed,  to  M.,  and  others  of  his  chUd- 
ren.  M,  died  in  his  lifetime  : — ffeld, 
that  the  devise  expressed  by  the 
words  "all  other  &e.,"  was  a  resi- 
duary devise  within  7  Will  4  &  1 
Vict  c.  26,  s.  25,  and  included  the- 
real  estate  devised  to  M.  Cogswell 
v.  Armstrong,  227 

2.  Where  a  testator  has  charged 
his  real  estate  with  the  payment  of 
a  sum  of  money,  he  is  to  be  taken  to 
have  given  an  implied  power  of  sale 
to  some  one.  The  donee  of  the  power 
is  to  be  ascertained  from  the  whole 
of  the  wilL 

A  testator  devised  his  real  estate 
to  the  use  of  i4.  and  B.,  during  the 
life  of  C  (a  married  woman),  upon 
trust  for  her,  with  remainder  to  the 
use  of  the  right  heirs  of  C,  and 
charged  such  real  estate  with  the 
payment  of  700/.  to  D,  :—Eeld,  that 
A.  and  B,  had  a  power  of  sale  during 
the  life  of  C,    Evdsforth  v.  Armstead^ 

333 

3.  A  bequest  to  A.  for  life,  and  after 
A:s  death  to  A,  "  if  he  be  then  Uv- 
ing  and  able  to  give  my  executors  a 
good  and  valid  discharge  for  the 
same,'*  otherwise,  gift  over  to  C. ;  and 


then  another  bequest  of  residue  to 
C,  "  if  he  shall  be  living  and  able 
duly  to  discharge  my  executors  at 
the  time  such  residue  is  payable,  but 
if  otherwise,"  gift  over  to  j&. 

B,  and  C.  were  infants  at  the  date 
of  the  will,  and  C,  was  an  infant  at 
the  death  of  the  testator: — Held, 
that  C's  in£uicy  did  not  prevent  bis 
performing  the  condition,  as  he  could 
duly  discharge  the  executors  by  a 
suit  in  Chancery. 

Semble,  the  question  would  have 
been  more  difficult  if  the  terms  of  the 
condition  had  been  the  same  as  those 
of  the  condition  annexed  to  the  be- 
quest to  B.  Ledward  v.  EasseUs,  370 

4.  A  testator  gave  all  his  real  and 
personal  property  to  his  wife  for  life, 
and  he  gave  a  sum  of  stock  to  his 
five  cousins  by  name,  or  the  survivors 
of  them,  to  be  equally  divided  be- 
tween them,  and  to  be  paid  as  soon 
as  possible  after  the  death  of  his  wife : 
— Held,  that,  following  the  rule  in 
Oripps  V.  WolcoU,  (4  Slad.  11),  the 
survivorship  must  be  referred  to  the 
death  of  the  testator's  wife,  so  that 
ono  of  the  cousins  who  survived  the 
testator,  and  died  in  the  lifetime  of 
his  widow,  took  nothing. 

Held,  also,  that  "  survivors'*  must 
be  construed  to  include  a  sole  survi- 
vor, 80  that  where  only  one  of  the 
legatees  survived  the  widow,  such 
survivor  took  all  the  stock.  Heam 
V.  Baker,  383 

6.  A  devise  of  all  the  testator's  resi- 
duary real  estate  to  trustees  in  fee, 
upon  trust  to  pay  the  rents  to  ^.  for 
life,  and,  after  his  death,  upon  trust 
to  convey  the  same  residuaiy  real  es- 
tate to  such  person  as  should  answer 
the  description  of  the  testator's  heir- 
at-law — breaks  the  descent  of  real 
estate  which  had  descended  to  the 
testator  ex  parte  matemA,  and  vests 
it  in  his  heir-at-law  as  equitable  de- 
visee.    Davis  V.  Kirk,  391 
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6.  Gift  by  will  of  all  the  testatox^s 
fimded  property  and  other  personal 
and  real  estate  to  his  daughter  S,, 
she  paying  all  his  debts,  "  and  the 
said  S.  shall  in  no  way  dispose  of  any 
of  the  said  funded  property,  but  to 
hold  the  tome  for  her  natural  life; 
and  if  die  should  die  without  issue, 
the  said  landed  property  shall  go  to 
J,  for  life.  I  will  and  direct  that  all 
the  funded  property  shall  go  to  TT. 
and  her  heirs,  for  ever  :** — Held,  that 
S.  took  the  l^ded  property  for  life 
only,  and  that  on  her  death  it  be- 
longed to  TT.     In  re  Banks' s  TruHs, 

387 

7.  A  devise  in  1822  of  real  estate  to 
S.,  upon  condition  that  she  pay  50/. 
to  B,  by  instalments  of  10/.  a  year; 
but  in  case  S.  dies  without  issue,  the 
land  to  go  to  ^.  or  his  heirs,  ''  in 
consideration  that  he  pays  to  J,  or 
his  heirs  the  sum  of  2501,  twelve 
months  after  the  deatlh  of  SP:— Held, 
that  the  gift  conferred  upon  S,^  a 
fee  simple  by  reason  of  the  charge  of 
SQl,'y  and  that  the  gift  over  was  to 
take  effect  upon  her  death  without 
issue  then  living,  from  the  direction 
that  the  executory  devisee  was  to  pay 
the  250/.  twelve  months  after  the 
death  of  ^. 

Wyld  V.  Lewis  (1  Atk.  432)  dis- 
tinguished.    BUnsUm  v.  WarhwrUm, 

400 

8.  Devise  in  1820  of  estates  A. 
and  B,  to  the  testator's  wife  for  life, 
and  after  her  death,  estates  A,,  B,,  and 
C  to  the  testator's  son  J.,  without 
words  of  limitation.  Subsequently  a 
devise  of  an  annuity  of  10/.  to  D,  for 
life,  to  be  paid  out  of  estate  A,  by  J.: 
— Hddy  that  J,  took  an  estate  in  fee 
simple  in^.,  but  a  life  estate  only  in 
B,  and  C.    Matthews  v.  Windross, 

406 

9.  A  gift  by  will  of  real  and  per- 
sonal estate  to  trustees,  upon  trust 
to  pay  half  the  income  to  JS.  for  life, 
and  after  her  death  to  her  child  or 
children  equally;  the  shares  of  sons 


to  be  vested  in  them  on  attaining 
twenty-five,  and  of  daughters  on  at- 
taining that  age  or  day  of  marriage, 
which  should  first  happen,  and  in  the 
meantime  to  be  appUed  for  their 
maintenance,  with  survivorship  in 
case  of  the  death  of  any  child  before 
twenty-five  or  marriage  respectively, 
with  a  similar  gift  to  S.  and  her 
children  of  the  other  moiety,  and  a 
gift  over  in  case  of  the  death  of  either 
Is.  or  S.  without  leaving  issue,  or 
leaving  such  and  they  should  all  die 
imder  twenty-five: — Held,  that  the 
limitations  to  the  children  of  £.  and 
S.  were  void  for  remoteness. 

Held  also,  that  the  direction  for 
maintenance  was  altogether  void. 

The  testator  was  a  fireeman  of  the 
dty  of  London: — Held,  that  the  pro- 
perty, the  gift  of  which  had  faOed, 
was  not  subject  to  the  custom  of 
London,  but  must  be  divided  accord- 
ing to  ike  Statute  of  Distributions. 

Two  suits  having  been  instituted 
to  obtain  the  decision  of  the  Court 
upon  the  construction  of  the  will, 
one  as  to  the  testator's  real,  and  the 
other  as  to  his  personal,  estate: — 
Held,  that  the  costs  of  both  must  be 
borne  by  the  personal  estate  in  the 
first  instance.  Fickford  v.  Brown, 
Brown  v.  Brown,  426 

10.  Testator,  by  his  williul832,gave 
all  his  money,  securUies  for  money, 
household  furniture,  &c,  and  eHother 
the  rest  and  residue  of  his  personal 
estate  and  effects,  subject  to  the  pay- 
ment of  debts  and  legacies,  to  his  wife, 
her  executors,  cuhnmistrators,  and  as- 
signs absolutely : — Held,  that  the  le- 
gal estate  of  certain  mortgaged  here- 
ditaments, which  was  vested  in  the 
testator  at  the  date  of  his  will,  pass- 
ed under  the  term  "  securities  for 
money;**  and  that  the  concurrence 
of  the  testator's  heir  was  not  neces- 
sary to  make  an  effectual  oonveyanc. e 
of  the  mortgaged  premises  to  a  pur- 
chaser. 
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GaUicrs  ▼.  Moss  (9  B.  A  C.  267), 
must  be  treated  as  overruled  hj  sub- 
sequent decisions.  Knighl  v.  Jiobin- 
son,  503 

11.  A  bequest  of  residue  ''  to  all 
the  children  of  mj  brother  H.  and 
my  sister  if.,  to  be  equally  divided 
between  them,  share  and  share 
alike."  B.  and  M,  having  equal  le- 
gacies in  a  former  part  of  the  will, 
and  there  being  nothing  in  the  con- 
text from  whidhi  an  intention  could 
be  inferred  that  M.  was  personally  to 
take  an  equal  share  in  the  residue 
with  the  children  of  i?.,  this  con- 
struction was  rejected,  and  the  gift 
was  held  to  pass  the  residue  to  the 
children  of  B.  and  the  children  of 
M,  in  equal  shares.  Mason  v.  Baker ^ 

567 

12.  Bequests  of  sums  of  stock  to 
the  following  societies  m  London: 
The  Church  Building  Society,  The 
Clei^  Society,  The  Socieiyfor  Fro^ 
moling  Christian  Knowledge^  The 
Ckwrch  Misevonary  Society ,  and  The 
Clergy  Orphan  Society,  lliere  being 
no  society  answering  the  description 
of  The  Clergy  Society  :^ff eld,  that 
extrinsic  evidence  could  not  be  r^ 
ceived  to  prove,  that^  by  that  name, 
a  charity  not  in  London  was  intend- 
ed 

Hdd,  also,  that  a  scheme  cy  pres 
must  be  directed,  and  that  this  must 
be  done  in  the  presence  of  the  Attor- 
ney-General In  re  The  Clergy  So- 
ciety, 615 

13.  Bequest  by  will,  dated  in  1849, 
of  an  annuity  to  A.  Codicil  revok- 
ing other  legacies  and  confirming  the 
wUl,  was  signed  by  il,  as  an  attesting 
witness: — Held,  that  the  annuity 
given  to  him  by  the  will  was  not 
thereby  made  void. 

Bequest  of  **  household  furniture, 
plate,  linen,  china,  glass,  books,  pic- 
tures, plated  artidee,  pnnts,  and  all 


and  singular  other  my  household  fur- 
niture and  effects,  which  at  the  time 
of  my  decease  shall  be  in  and  about 
my  said  mansion-house :" — Held,  not 
to  include  articles  exclusively  of  per- 
sonal ornament)  and  not  adapted  for 
the  use  or  ornament  of  the  house. 

Bequest  of  charitable  legaciee,with 
a  direction  that  they  shoidd  be  paid 
in  precedence  to  the  other  pecuniaiy 
legacies  out  of  such  part  of  the  testin- 
tor^s  personal  property  not  specifical- 
ly bequeathed,  as  was  by  law  awU- 
cable  for  charitable  purposes.  This 
fund  being  insufficient  to  pay  all  the 
charitable  legacies : — HM,  that^  fol- 
lowing out  the  principle  of  Bobinaon 
V.  Geldard  (3  Mac.  <fe  G.  735),  the 
debts,  and  funeral  and  testamentary 
expenses,  and  the  costs  of  a  suit  for 
administration,  must  be  paid,  in  the 
first  instance,  out  of  the  personal  es- 
tate savouring  of  realty.  Tempett  ▼. 
Tempeet,  635 

U.  A  married  woman,  by  her  will, 
in  exercise  of  a  power  of  appointment 
over  trust  moneys,  made  several  b^ 
quests,  and  '*  after  payment  of  her 
just  debts,  funeral  and  testamentary 
expenses,  and  the  expenses  attending 
the  execution  of  her  will,  appointed  ** 
the  residue  of  the  trust  moneys 
among  her  nieces: — Held,  that  the 
charge  of  funeral  expenses  was  not 
contingent  upon  her  surviving  her 
husband,  and  that  her  husband  sur^ 
viving  was  entitled  to  repayment  out 
of  the  trust  moneys  of  money  paid  by 
him  in  respect  of  such  expenses. 
Wmeter  v.  DMe,  647 

15.  Devise  of  real  estate  to  one 
and  her  children, — Held,  although 
there  were  childien  in  esse  at  the 
date  of  the  will,  to  create  an  estate 
tail;  that  being  the  only  mode  of 
carrying  into  effect  the  whole  inten- 
tion of  the  will 


SIS 
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The  word  ^  living**  is  sofficiant  to 
pMB  the  advowBOD/bat  it  may  be  re- 
■trioied  to  the  next  preeentatioiL 
The  ooatext  mult  detmnine  which 
is  its  meaning. 

Derise  to  a  minor  of  ''  the  livings 
of  Q.  and  C.,  ahonld  he  like  the  pxo- 
foMifm  and  be  qualified  for  them*. — 
HM9  to  ahew  an  intention  to  ocmfer 
on  the  deviaee  a  personal  benefit; 
therefore,  that  the  devise  was  con- 
fined to  a  8in(^  presentation,  and 
did  not  extend  to  the  advowson. 
WMY.Buf^,  s    669 

16.  The  enactment  in  sect  33  of  the 
WiUs  Aot^  7  WilL  ikl  Y ict  c.  2 6, 
that  a  bequest  to  a  child  of  the  tes- 
tatoTp  who  dies  in  the  testator's  lifo- 
time  leaving  issae  living  at  the  tes- 
tatoi^s  death,  shall  not  lapse,  applies 
to  atestamentaij  appointment  made 
in  exercise  of  a  miml  power. 

Distinction,  in  reference  to  this 
sabject^  bel^reen  a  general  and  a  li- 
mited power. 

Testaimx,  by  her  will  in  1840,  in 
exercise  of  a  general  power,  appoint- 
ed proceeds  cl  real  sstate  to  a  daugh- 
ter who  died  in  her  lifetime,  leavmg 
inne  living  at  the  testatrix*s  death : 


'^ffeU,  that  the  personal  represent- 
ative of  the  daughter  was  entitled. 
EceUi  V.  ChejfiUj  676 

17.  A  bequest  of  personalty  to 
certain  persons  "  or  their  heirs  for 
ever,'*  tne  word  **  heirs**  being  a 
word  of  substitution  and  not  a  design 
natio  persons : — ffeid,  to  denote  not 
the  nearest  of  kin  in  blood,  but  those 
who,  under  the  Statutes  for  the  Dis- 
tribution of  the  personal  estates  of 
intestates,  would  have  been  entitled 
to  the  personal  estates  of  such  persons 
if  t&ey  had  died  intestate.  Doody  v. 
Higgvn$,  729 

18.  Devise  <'  to  WUUam,  Marshall, 
my  second  cousin.'*  Testator  had  no 
second  cousin  so  named,  but  he  had 
two  first  cousins  once  removed,  one 
named  WUUam  Marshall,  the  other 
named  WilUam  John  Boberi  Bland- 
ford  ManhaU  .—HM,  a  latent  am- 
biguity, and  parol  evidence  admitted 
to  dissolve  it.     BeniuU  v.  Marshall, 

740 
See  Elsctiov. 
Lapsi,  1,  2. 
MAERficp  Woman,  3. ' 
MoBntAjir,  1,  2. 
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